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‘People must want what libraries deliver, or libraries become irrelevant’. 
Marion Wilson (2000) 
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Summary 
 
The Role of the Library and Information Science Profession in 
Managing Knowledge. 
 
The era of the knowledge-driven economy has arrived. This economy - based on 
what people know and are willing to share - requires an ability to find and utilise 
appropriate knowledge quickly and effectively. 
 
Managing knowledge is however, complex and multifaceted. In addition, a history of 
treating different types of information as discrete entities means that no one 
profession or function has taken responsibility for this process. The library and 
information science (LIS) profession in particular, has not even formulated a clear 
role for itself in this process. 
 
This dissertation asks the question why this profession - skilled in the acquisition and 
distribution of information - is not actively engaged in the debate. It seeks to gain an 
understanding of the roles, skills and competencies needed for managing knowledge 
and assesses the implications for the LIS profession, if its members want to play a 
significant part in this process. 
 
Research reflects internationally based theory and opinions. In addition, it provides 
empirical evidence that the majority of the sample of LIS professionals participating in 
this study do not play a significant role in the knowledge management environment in 
South African based companies. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 
INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF PROBLEM 
 
1.1 Introduction 
 
Numerous challenges are faced by business today: volatility in financial markets, new 
scientific discoveries, restructuring of industries, the emergence of the stakeholder 
society with its demands for more transparent corporate governance and the advent 
of electronic commerce. Businesses therefore, operate in an increasingly volatile 
environment and face endless pressure to adapt and change continually, in order to 
survive.  
 
One of the main forces of change is globalisation and central to this trend, is 
innovation and the search for productivity improvements and international 
competitiveness. The marketplace has become virtual, global and paperless. This 
new era, which some call the knowledge economy, depends more on the creation 
and manipulation of knowledge and less on the production of material and goods. 
The rules of business are thus rewritten and it forces a radical rethink of corporate 
value.  
 
Not enough is understood about the concept of “knowledge” however, or the 
economy in which this resource has become a commodity. In addition, no one 
profession or function has taken responsibility for the process of managing this vital 
resource. The library and information science (LIS) profession - skilled in the 
acquisition and distribution of information - in particular, has not even formulated a 
clear role for itself in this process.  
 
This dissertation wants to gain an understanding of the roles, skills and 
competencies needed for managing knowledge and wants to assess the implications 
for the LIS profession, if its members want to play a significant part in this process. 
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1.2 Statement of the problem 
 
1.2.1 Research problem 
 
The LIS profession does not play a significant role in the knowledge 
management environment. 
 
This statement was formulated after research into the management of knowledge 
revealed that this profession receives little mention in the debate. 
 
1.2.2 Research question 
 
Does the LIS profession have a role to play in managing knowledge for the 
organisation it serves?  
 
The following questions emerged whilst determining the scope of this project: 
 
What is this “knowledge economy” that organisations operate in? 
• Is this economy something new and what is driving it? 
• What does it require from participants?  
 
Is it necessary for organisations to understand the concept of knowledge and is it 
necessary to be managed? 
• Why is it important to manage knowledge?  
• Is information different from knowledge? 
• What are the key components necessary to ensure successful knowledge 
management implementation? 
• How does the management of information differ from managing knowledge? 
  
How does the LIS profession fit into the knowledge management environment? 
• What role does an organisational library play in the traditional paradigm? 
• Did this role change in the new economy? 
• What skills and competencies are needed for participation? 
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• Is the LIS profession equipped for this new role? 
 
What does the picture look like for LIS professionals in South Africa specifically? 
 
What recommendations can be made to the LIS profession to ensure professional 
visibility and recognition for adding value in the knowledge management landscape? 
 
1.3 Plan of the study 
 
This dissertation provides an overview of the concepts, frameworks and processes 
for creating, sharing and storing knowledge. This overview is based on information 
collected from existing resources. 
  
Furthermore, it gains an understanding of the roles, skills and competencies needed 
in this environment and assesses the implications for the LIS profession if its 
members are to play a significant part in this process.  This information is also based 
on existing resources. 
 
Theoretical findings and implications for the LIS profession are followed by an 
empirical study verifying the situation in the South African environment. The study is 
conducted by consulting LIS professionals, knowledge management practitioners 
and other representatives from the knowledge management environment in South 
African based companies.  A self constructed questionnaire is used to seek answers 
to these questions. 
 
1.3.1 Chapter and content analysis 
 
The chapters of this dissertation are grouped into six separate parts: 
 
Chapter 1: Introduction and statement of problem. 
The introductory chapter sets the scene, contains the overview and scope of the 
research and provides definitions of terms and concepts. 
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Chapter 2: The knowledge economy. 
This chapter takes a closer look at the knowledge economy as well as the forces and 
drivers of this era. 
 
Chapter 3: Managing knowledge. 
The third part defines “information” and “knowledge” and highlights the difference in 
the management thereof. Issues around the knowledge management process, 
organisational learning and the implementation of knowledge management are 
placed into context. 
 
Chapter 4: The LIS profession. 
Chapter four looks at the traditional library paradigm and new roles and requirements 
for the LIS profession in the economy of knowledge, are highlighted. Objectives are 
set for this profession in order to play a significant role in the process of managing 
knowledge. 
 
Chapter 5: Knowledge management in the SA context. 
This chapter contains the findings of an empirical study, conducted through a 
questionnaire, reflecting the involvement of the LIS profession in managing 
knowledge in South Africa. 
 
Chapter 6: Summary, Conclusion and Recommendations. 
In this concluding chapter, recommendations are made for the LIS profession to 
ensure visibility and recognition when engaging in their role in the knowledge 
management environment. 
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CHAPTER 2 
 
THE KNOWLEDGE ECONOMY 
 
2.1 Introduction 
 
The importance of knowledge to economies and societies has been much debated in 
recent years. A picture is painted of a post-industrial economy with knowledge 
workers enjoying intrinsically satisfying work, economic prosperity and access to 
information.  However, amongst the pronouncements about how the future should be 
seized and how workers of knowledge should thrust themselves into tomorrow’s 
dynamic and prosperous world, there seems to be confusion about what exactly this 
knowledge-based economy is. How does it differ from what has gone before it? How 
can society be prepared for this bold new era based seemingly, on what people know 
and are prepared to share? How do we get inside the knowledge of people in a 
business, industry or social system and how do we benefit once knowledge becomes 
explicit? Will employers and employees have to think and work differently and will 
skills and mobility be affected? In short, what is needed to understand and survive 
this new era? 
 
This chapter looks at the various metaphors that have assumed a role in the debate 
on technology, employment and economic growth and provides a succinct summary 
of the major features of this economy. It clarifies the differences between previous 
eras and highlights the implications for business today. It focuses on the 
requirements for company policies and operation as well as expectations for 
individuals, in order to survive and prosper. 
 
2.2 Various metaphors 
 
Coined by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (Australian 
Bureau of Statistics, 2002), the term ‘knowledge-based economy’ is defined by 
Danabalan (1999) as ‘the ability to create, distribute and exploit knowledge and 
information for increasing economic wealth and improvement in the quality of life’.  
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A similar description is provided by McKeon and Lee (2000:1): it is an economy in 
which the production, distribution and use of knowledge is the main driver of growth, 
wealth creation and employment across all industries.  Ariyo (1999), suggests an 
economy “in which the generation and exploitation of knowledge has come to play 
the predominant part in the creation of wealth”. 
 
Danabalan (1999) distinguishes between a ‘knowledge economy’ and a ‘knowledge 
society’ and says the latter is about how knowledge will transform a society into smart 
communities largely through the implementation and use of information, computer 
and telecommunication technologies. He refers to a society, therefore, where the 
majority of workers produce, handle and distribute information or codified knowledge. 
 
Quah (1998:2) prefers to talk about a ‘weightless society’ and says it is ‘nothing more 
than the proposition that knowledge matters for economic performance’. A 
‘weightless economy’ Quah (1998:3) says, comprises the following four elements: 
 
• Information and communication technology (ICT). 
• Intellectual property: not only patents and copyrights, but trademarks and 
advertising. 
• Electronic libraries and databases. 
• Biotechnology – carbon-based libraries and databases and pharmaceuticals. 
 
Lindley (2002:4) refers to a ‘network society’ and says it consists of: 
 
• A diversification of knowledge production in the economy. Knowledge is not 
just created at sites of recognised scientific and development activity, but 
arises and is codified, in many other settings. 
• The application of knowledge-based procedures to the production and 
exploitation of knowledge itself. This involves better access to available 
information and covers the development of mechanisms for identifying and 
sharing tacit knowledge. 
• A much greater willingness to seek out and consider what is known and bring 
what is practised more into line with what is known. 
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• Moreover, he says, whilst these ideas may be seen as related to those in 
‘higher level’ occupations, visions of a knowledge-based society imply that 
such approaches will also be found among people in broader parts of the 
occupational hierarchy.  
 
Although some of the quoted authors distinguish between a knowledge ‘economy’ 
and knowledge ‘society’ and others prefer to use their own terminology, they are all in 
agreement that this new era will transform the way we work, live and play. 
 
However, it is not a new idea that knowledge plays an important role in the economy. 
All economies, however simple, are based on knowledge. What then, is new about 
the knowledge economy? 
 
2.3 What is new about the knowledge economy? 
 
Oxbrow (2000) presents the possibility that this ‘knowledge economy’ is either a 
totally new era followed on from the agricultural and industrial eras, or simply the next 
phase of the industrial era. For Nunn (2002), the ‘new’ economy is merely a 
continuation of the industrial era aided by technological advancements. He argues 
that whilst land (agricultural soil) is the key resource in the agricultural era, natural 
resources and labour are the main resources in the industrial era and production of 
physical goods, the way in which value is created.  Although he agrees that the 
adoption of information and communication technology has transformed many social 
and workplace practices, this ‘new’ economy is for him, simply a re-definition of 
knowledge as an economic profitable process.   
 
For Danabalan (1999) however, the knowledge era represents a ‘fundamental 
transformation’ process on a global scale. The process is a ‘transformation’, he says, 
because it is structural and irreversible. ‘Fundamental’, because it will change 
everything - from the way nations create wealth, organisations conduct business and 
individuals live, work and communicate and even enjoy leisure and ‘global’ because it 
will sweep across all countries. This transformation, he continues, is not an event that 
can be defined by a specific time and place, but is an on-going process, continuously 
evolving in many different parts of the globe.  
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It seems from the abovementioned definitions that in this new economy, wealth and 
employment is becoming more and more dependant on human know-how. This is in 
contrast to performance in the industrial society predominantly built on the use of 
capital and the productivity in manufacturing goods. Forsyth (1998) however argues 
that, as the industrial economy grew on the back of the added ability of 
mechanisation and power (steam followed by electricity) to enhance the individual’s 
craftsmanship and ability to produce, so too does the knowledge economy blossom 
with the increasing enrichment of products and services through added intelligence, 
information and knowledge.  
 
Thus, whilst knowledge as well as physical factors of production had always been 
important for economic development, new ideas and practices are transforming 
production and market development processes, in all sectors of the economy.  The 
following characteristics provide a description of an economy that is, in significant 
respects, different from the economy in the industrial era. In this new era: 
 
• The IT revolution has intensified the move towards knowledge codification 
(Houghton and Sheehan, 2000:10). All knowledge that can be codified and 
reduced to information can now be transmitted and sold around the world in 
relatively little time and cost. Hence, knowledge has acquired the properties of 
a commodity that can be sold for profit. 
• Technology makes information readily available and more transparent to all 
stakeholders (van Zanten, 2000:4) and offers low cost many-to-many 
communication through computer networks. 
• Most organisations with a dominant position no longer belong to just one 
leading country. They are global - multinational and trans-national (Houghton 
and Sheehan, 2000:12). In this new environment competitiveness depends 
increasingly on the coordination of, and synergy generated between, a range 
of specialised skills which can be located anywhere in the world.  
• Innovative application of knowledge opens up new opportunities, but imitations 
also create new opportunities for competitors at the expense of the original 
innovators (Itzkin, 2000:2). Continuous innovation has thus become essential 
for sustained competitive advantage. 
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• The wealth of nations no longer depends on its ability to acquire and convert 
raw materials, but on the abilities and intellect of its citizens and the skills with 
which organisations harness and develop these abilities (Library and 
Information Commission, 1999).    
• The world is now a smaller place. Industries have been deregulated, 
monopolies unbundled and competition encouraged. The essence of doing 
business is changing (Oxbrow, 2000). To compete effectively in the 
knowledge economy, organisations need to change their values and establish 
a new focus on creating and using intellectual assets.  
 
2.4 What is driving this change? 
 
Although there seems to be a difference in opinion on the ‘newness’ of the 
knowledge economy, it is clear that a different era has emerged.  It is thus not 
important to determine which argument is correct or which metaphor is to be used 
when referring to this new era. Essential is the recognition that there is a shift in the 
value placed on intangible assets and the vital role it plays in the fast moving 
economy of knowledge. 
 
This shift has been driven by mutually reinforcing trends. 
 
2.4.1 Increasing knowledge intensity 
Simple computers and copper wires of days gone by have given way to 
extraordinarily powerful computer and storage systems and optical fibre networks 
with almost unlimited capacity (McKeon and Lee, 2000:4). An explosion of computing 
and communications technologies in all areas of business and community life 
resulted. This explosion, claims Houghton and Sheehan, (2000:2) has been driven by 
sharp falls in the cost of computing and communications per unit of users. As the 
cost of communication plummeted, information became more easily shared - 
especially through the Internet - and e-commerce emerged, providing opportunities 
for all firms to save costs and develop new products and markets.  Hence, as the 
marginal cost of manipulating, storing and transmitting information has fallen to 
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virtually zero, the application of knowledge to all aspects of the economy is greatly 
facilitated and the knowledge intensity of economic activities is greatly increased. 
 
In economic terms, the central feature of the IT revolution is the ability to manipulate, 
store and transmit large quantities of information at very low cost.  An equally 
important feature of these technologies is their pervasiveness (Houghton and 
Sheehan, 2000:2). Whilst earlier episodes of technical change have centred on 
particular products or industrial sectors, information technology is generic. It impacts 
on every element of the economy, on both goods and services and on every element 
of the business chain, from research and development to production, marketing and 
distribution. 
 
2.4.2 Globalisation 
 
The other driver of the emerging knowledge economy is the rapid globalisation of 
economic activities.  The main characteristics of globalisation are provided by 
Houghton and Sheehan (2000:8):  
 
• Industry no longer faces a domestic market protected from international 
competition. 
• Competition has become global and the ability to compete head-to-head in all 
major markets is essential for success. 
• Substantial national and regional structural adjustments are needed. 
• Scale is becoming increasingly important in order to permit businesses to roll-
out into major global markets with speed. 
• Outward focussed investment and exports are required. 
• Global production is bringing a new global rationalisation of production, 
coordination, combination and accumulation of assets. 
• The organisation of economic activity is increasingly flexible, network oriented 
and built through clustering. 
• The boundary between markets and hierarchies is shifting, the nature and 
form of integration is changing and new forms of ‘functional integration’ are 
emerging. 
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• Time is becoming increasingly important for competitiveness and is essentially 
a new factor of production. 
 
Globalisation refers therefore to the increasing integration of today’s world, resulting 
from the revolution in communication technology and the progressive lowering of 
trade barriers. From a business perspective, it means that capital is free to move 
across national borders and is available for investment in new ideas, products or 
services, anywhere in the world. 
 
2.5  Implications for business 
 
Businesses operate in an increasingly volatile environment and face endless 
pressure to adapt and change continually, in order to survive. Managing an 
organisation based on superior knowledge is hence not akin to the management of a 
traditional organisation.  
 
The following adjustments are required: 
 
• Inter dependence among trade, investment and capital flow, say Houghton 
and Sheehan (2000:19), suggests a need for “deep integration”. Collaboration 
and cooperation are key elements enabling organisations to share and utilise 
the knowledge and expertise of partners, suppliers and customers from all 
over the world (Oxbrow, 2000). 
• Organisational structures need to change. Hierarchies need to be broken 
down and networked organisations developed (Oxbrow, 2000). 
• The values of the organisation need to change to reflect the reliance on 
people, knowledge and information. The value to the organisation of creating, 
sharing and utilising knowledge and information has to be “explicitly 
recognised” (Oxbrow, 2000). 
• Future developments in communication technology and capacity create 
exciting new opportunities. Modern information and communication technology 
need to be harnessed, therefore, with a clear focus on improving knowledge 
and information flow (Houghton and Sheehan, 2000:5).  
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• Speed is of the essence. The capability to reduce product or service time to 
market; to innovate; to make quick decisions and to react fast to changes in 
the market, new technologies and competition. These are all key factors in 
ensuring success in the new economy (Oxbrow, 2000). 
• As access to information becomes easier and less expensive, the skills and 
competencies relating to the selection and efficient use of information become 
more crucial and tacit knowledge in the form of skills needed to handle 
codified knowledge becomes more important than ever (Houghton and 
Sheehan, 2000:11). 
 
2.6  The changing nature of work 
 
Views about the nature of work in the new era tend to be polarised between the 
utopian at one extreme and the pessimistic at the other. Some argue that the new 
information age offers little to workers engaged in routine production and services - 
only highly skilled workers will prosper. Others claim that work, as we currently know 
it, will disappear for a significant portion of the labour force. It is however possible 
says Lansbury (2000:2) that changes in the work environment will be incremental 
and evolutionary in response to shifts in demography, technology and employment 
practices.  
 
Various examples of occurring changes at work are quoted by Lansbury (2000:3). 
Information technologies, he says, are creating new work opportunities primarily for 
well qualified staff.  Employers can now turn to international work agencies to meet 
the shortfall on skilled workers and they want to be flexible in their ability to expand 
and contract their workforce in order to match work load demands. Some employees 
on the other hand, also seek short-term or temporary employment while others prefer 
to operate as consultants or independent contractors rather than as regular 
employees. A shift from traditional, on-going employment contracts to temporary 
contracts and flexible work locations are thus increasing.    
 
There is, Lansbury (2000:6) continues, a considerable debate about the impact of 
organisational and work changes on employees.  He argues that organisations might 
have become more efficient and competitive, but employees can often report definite 
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winners and losers. Whilst some analysts welcome emergent work systems as 
providing workers with greater discretion over the work process, others view them as 
a mechanism to intensify work often disguised under benign headings such as 
worker empowerment and employee involvement. He also refers to an approach of 
having ‘core’ versus ‘peripheral’ workers which is according to him not new, but a 
return to contractual conditions common before and during the early stages of 
industrialisation. He warns that an emphasis on short term profits and cost cutting 
designed to improve the bottom line can demoralize employees and undermine 
workplace reform. One can argue changes in the workplace from different 
perspectives, but ultimately the changing nature of work points to a redefinition in the 
relationship between workers and employers.  
 
Different forms of employment is but one of the consequences of these 
developments. Another is the need for knowledgeable employees as knowledge and 
skills are critical resources needed by organisations for exploiting opportunities and 
responding to threats posed by highly competitive markets and changing 
technologies. Education and learning can no longer be limited to years prior to 
entering the labour force. It is now a life-long process.  
 
To compete in the global economy, an innovative workforce that is employed in 
organisations that treat their workers’ knowledge and skills as assets and sources of 
competitive advantage rather than just a cost to be controlled is no longer negotiable.    
  
2.7 Success factors for future business 
 
As knowledge has fundamentally different characteristics from ordinary commodities, 
these differences have crucial implications for the way a knowledge economy must 
be organised. Let us look hence, at key elements that have become vital for future 
business success:                              
                                                                                                                                                         
2.7.1 Innovation 
The knowledge economy increasingly relies on the diffusion and use, as well as 
creation of, knowledge. In today's business, innovation is increasingly being regarded 
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as the key factor to a nation’s export competitiveness, job growth, prosperity and 
solving problems.   
 
The source of innovation and renewal, known as ‘human capital’ (Stewart, 1997:76), 
refers to the capabilities of humans to provide profitable solutions to problems.  
Commitment to human capital through mechanisms such as education and training 
will create, he says, a more flexible workforce – one striving to develop new and 
innovative skills. Firms must thus become learning organisations continuously 
adapting management, organisational structures and individual skills to 
accommodate new technologies and grasp new opportunities. 
 
2.7.2   Responsiveness 
We live in an economy with an abundance of information. Customers have many 
choices and enterprises have to move quickly and efficiently so they can not only 
react to, but also anticipate customer needs. In this fast-moving business 
environment, product availability is essential. Enterprises have to ensure their 
customers get the products they want, with the features they are looking for, at the 
places where they want to buy (Huang, 1998). 
 
2.7.3 Productivity 
Improvement in operation efficiency and productivity is essential for long-term 
earnings growth, continues Huang (1998) and is a key determinant of an enterprise's 
competitiveness. With this in mind, the emphasis is not simply on cost reduction, but 
also on maximizing global resource productivity in the context of long-term growth 
and profitable operations. 
 
2.7.4 Competency 
A competency is a ‘logical grouping of productive resources’ representing leading-
edge and differentiated thinking (Huang, 1998) or, as Morello, Caldwell, Gomolski, 
Mohoney and Frey, (2001:10) say: ‘the traits that characterize superior performance’. 
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It applies not only to individuals, but also to enterprises. A competency can thus 
foster rapid transfer of experience and ideas to be applied in a consistent manner 
across organisational and geographical boundaries.  
 
Networks and geographical clusters of firms are a particularly important feature of the 
knowledge economy claim Houghton and Sheehan (2000:13). Individual 
organisations find it increasingly necessary, they claim, to work with other firms and 
institutions in technology-based alliances because of the rising costs, increasing 
complexity and widening scope of technology. Many firms are thus becoming multi-
technology corporations locating around centres of excellence in different countries.  
 
2.8 Summary 
 
The way we do business has been changed forever. Information technology and the 
breaking down of trade barriers mean that competing and winning without being 
flexible, adaptable and responsive to change, is no longer possible. The knowledge 
based economy asks for openness to trade, new ideas and new enterprises and a 
sound macroeconomic policy.  
 
As a result of changes in technology, work practices and increasing competition, 
skills requirements for employees are rising. There is now an added importance 
attached to education and lifelong learning as well as the enabling role of information 
and telecommunications infrastructure. Organisations can therefore, either follow a 
business model that recognises the importance of building a knowledge based 
economy and by doing so turn all workers into ‘intellectuals’. These organisations will 
thus value and exploit the knowledge of all employees. Their strategies and work 
practices will support the spread of knowledge based systems - and the investment 
in education and training associated with them - to a broad cross section of the 
labour force.  
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An alternative business model will focus on separating selected workers into an elite 
category of professional workers, whilst regarding the majority of the workforce as 
non-professional and / or merely a support service. The latter strategy might foster 
entrepreneurship and innovation for those with the most current technological skills 
and education, but it leaves a major gulf between knowledge workers and the rest of 
the labour force and increases inequality in society. The advantage of the former 
option - turning the majority of workers into knowledge workers - offers widespread 
opportunities for building a broad based knowledge driven economy. At the same 
time it increases the likelihood that the prosperity achieved, will be widely shared.   
 
Employers and employees alike, have to confront the challenges this new era brings 
by making a conscious decision of becoming a serious player in this global 
information-rich economy. The outcome for each organisation will be determined by 
the choices they make. 
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CHAPTER 3 
 
MANAGING KNOWLEDGE 
 
3.1 Introduction 
 
The new era with its ‘knowledge based economy’ changed the organisational 
environment from predictable and incremental to radical and discontinuous. 
Complexity, change and uncertainty have become part of our daily lives. Embracing 
this economy will not be easy. 
 
This new environment, however, presents novel challenges and businesses are 
increasingly aware of the need for innovative approaches to satisfy clients’ demands. 
What is becoming evident is the vital importance for organisations to develop their 
knowledge and asset base to strategic advantage. Knowledge and the management 
thereof is thus on the organisational agenda. 
 
However, while it might be accepted that knowledge influences performance, it is still 
not clear how this happens. What is knowledge? How is it created? How is one 
person’s insight and wisdom converted into another person’s awareness? How can 
individuals’ experiences be turned into organisational learning and importantly, how 
is this learning translated into action and positive results?    
 
This chapter seeks to clarify the concept of knowledge and knowledge management 
and considers its relationship to information and information management. It 
proposes the treatment of knowledge as a strategic resource and provides an 
overview of what comprises the management of knowledge. In addition, it describes 
why it presents significant challenges to organisations wanting to adopt its tenets. It 
argues that organisational culture and the role of the learning organisation are crucial 
factors in a successful knowledge management process. 
 
It concludes by appealing for a paradigm shift in management values and processes. 
Employees at all levels and from all organisational disciplines must be considered 
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important in achieving organisational goals and objectives. Strong role models from 
leaders are required to ensure a sustainable future. 
 
3.2 Terminology 
 
Over the last number of years, organisations had to master data processing, 
information management and now ‘knowledge management’. The more cynical 
among us might suspect that nothing more substantial than ‘terminology inflation’ is 
taking place - yet another effort by management consultants and information 
technology vendors to sell their ‘solutions’ to desperate businesses. Is this true? Is 
knowledge management merely a different, more upmarket label for information 
management, or is it a new concept worthy of being explored and embraced? It is 
important, at this stage therefore, to clarify a number of concepts in order to 
understand the complex process of managing knowledge. 
 
3.2.1 The concept of knowledge  
 
It is useful to distinguish firstly, what is meant by ‘information’ and ‘knowledge’, as 
these terms are often used interchangeably. Data represents the signals about 
human events and activities that we are exposed to every day (Marchand and 
Davenport, 2000:166). In itself it has little value although it is easy to store and 
manipulate on computers. Data becomes information, they say, when humans 
interpret and contextualise it and information becomes knowledge when it can be 
applied (Stewart, 1997:69). Knowledge therefore, is applied information: if what we 
retrieve is information and that information is filtered and ranked according to 
relevance and can then be used by the requester of that information, then that 
information - when it is used  - becomes knowledge (Coleman, 1997). 
 
Barclay and Murray (1997) argue that knowledge has two basic definitions. The first 
pertains to a defined body of information consisting of facts, opinions, ideas, theories, 
principles. Secondly, they say, knowledge also refers to a person’s state of being 
with respect to some body of information. These states include awareness, 
understanding etcetera. 
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This knowledge parallel is similar to a distinction made by Nonaka (1997) saying 
there are two types of knowledge: tacit knowledge and explicit knowledge. Tacit 
knowledge (also referred to as informal knowledge) is subjective and experienced 
based. It is highly personal, consisting of technical skills and “know-how” as well as 
having cognitive dimensions such as implicit mental models and beliefs which shape 
ones perception of the world (Kirk, 1999:5). Explicit knowledge (sometimes referred 
to as formal knowledge) is, on the other hand, objective and rational knowledge that 
can be expressed in words sentences, numbers and formulas.  It is this tacit 
knowledge which has become of great importance to organisations (Niebuhr, 2000: 
22). 
 
Raven (1997) distinguishes between two types of tacit knowledge. The first he refers 
to as entrenched knowledge and the second, articulatable knowledge. Entrenched 
knowledge, he says, is very difficult to articulate and share, while articulatable 
knowledge can easily be made explicit and is therefore, easy to share. It is thus not 
possible, he claims, to simply articulate and transfer entrenched knowledge. Two 
people wanting to share this knowledge will have to enter into a mentor-student type 
relationship, with intelligent cooperation in which not only the knowledge, but also the 
context in which the knowledge is situated is re-created and understood. 
 
Choo (1995) maintains that organisations work with three classes of knowledge: tacit 
knowledge (as described above) as well as rule-based knowledge and background 
knowledge. Rule-based knowledge, he explains, is explicit knowledge used to match 
actions to situations by invoking appropriate rules. It enables an organisation to enjoy 
a certain level of operational efficiency and control. Background knowledge, he 
continues, is knowledge that is part of the organisational culture and is 
communicated through oral or verbal texts such as stories, visions and mission 
statements. 
 
In the above descriptions and interpretations some authors view knowledge as a 
validation of information, a justified belief. In contrast, other authors focus on 
knowledge included in particular patterns of social relations. In broad terms, 
knowledge can thus be viewed as either embracing a ‘content’ or a ‘context’ theory. 
The one emphasises the substantive, cognitive qualities of knowledge, whereas the 
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other focuses on the inclusion of knowledge within particular patterns of social 
relations (Scarbrough, 1999:7). At one level, therefore, knowledge is relatively easy 
to articulate and share but at another level, entrenched in skill and expertise and 
subsequently, more difficult to access. 
 
3.2.2 Learning / organisational learning 
 
The concept of knowledge can be further clarified by looking at the process of 
gaining knowledge. The Wordsmyth dictionary (2003) refers to the “process of 
gaining knowledge” as ‘learning’. For Morey and Frangioso (1998:314) effective 
learning is the ability to create, recognise, integrate and implement new techniques 
and understanding.   
 
According to Büchel and Probst (2000:3) behaviour psychologists define learning as 
changes in human behaviour as a result of repetition.  Other learning theorists, they 
claim, emphasize cognitive processes as key determinants of individual learning. 
Instead of focusing on change in behaviour, these psychologists focus on change in 
the state of knowledge that in turn, creates the potential for changing behaviour.  If 
this approach is adopted, they continue, learning potential is a function of individual 
insight, cognitive abilities, as well as intelligence and experience. 
 
While most psychological definitions of learning relate to learning by the individual, 
systems theoreticians take a different approach. (Büchel and Probst, 2000:3). These 
analysts are less concerned with individual learning processes, but focus on the 
system or organisation as a whole. The primary focus of attention here is the 
organisation as a framework for individual action as well as interactions between the 
individuals and the organisation. Hence, there is no organisational learning without 
individual learning although, emphasises Sinkula (1994:35), individual learning is a 
necessary but insufficient condition for organisational learning. The reason given by 
Bhatt (2001:70) is, although individual knowledge is necessary for developing the 
organisational knowledge base, organisational knowledge is not a simple sum of 
individual knowledge. Organisational knowledge is formed, he asserts, through 
unique patterns of interactions between technologies, techniques and people, which 
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cannot be easily imitated by other organisations because these interactions are 
shaped by the organisation’s unique history and culture. 
 
Godbout (1999) provides a similar explanation: knowledge assets are created, he 
says, when knowledge is acquired in various forms of information from the 
environment and made meaningful and useful to employees in such a manner that it 
can be converted into methods, know-how or business rules which will enable that 
organisation to meet its goals. The organisational learning process is viewed 
therefore, as a continuous cycle of activities that include sensing the external 
environment, perceiving external changes taking place, interpreting their meaning 
and significance and developing appropriate adaptive behaviours based on these 
interpretations. Organisations are thus continuously learning through a 
transformation process by which individuals share their insights, knowledge and 
ideas to develop a common understanding (Gregory, 1999).  
 
This focus on the learning process is important for organisations not only to 
understand fully how knowledge is created, but also to be used in the design 
processes and systems, in order to access and utilise this vital resource. Whilst 
organisational learning primarily aims to identify the underlying processes of learning 
through clarifying critical issues such as content and levels of learning, knowledge 
management, claim Büchel and Probst (2000:9) takes a proactive role in explicitly 
providing guidelines for active intervention into the organisation’s knowledge base.  
 
The main difference between organisational learning and knowledge management is 
thus that the latter is an active and directive process focussing on an integrated set of 
interventions taking advantage of opportunities to shape the organisational 
knowledge base.   
 
3.2.3 Knowledge transfer  
 
The aspect of knowledge transfer should also be highlighted in order to clarify and 
understand knowledge and the management thereof. Knowledge transfer, say 
Massingham and Pandian (2003:626) refers to how easily knowledge can be 
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transported, interpreted and absorbed. Difficulties with the transfer of knowledge 
often occur because people perceive things differently and also because some 
knowledge is hard to communicate. ‘Tacitness’ and ‘absorptive capacity’ are two 
important factors influencing knowledge transfer, continue Massingham and Pandian 
(2003: 628). For them, the most obvious characteristic influencing the transferability 
of knowledge, is the distinction between codified (explicit) and tacit knowledge. 
Codified ‘know-what’ knowledge is more easily articulated, captured and transferred 
than tacit ‘know-how’ that explains accumulated skill and expertise. Additionally, 
knowledge recipients must have an absorptive capacity - the ability to understand, 
assimilate and successfully apply the new knowledge (Lane, Salk and Lyles, 2001: 
1140). This capacity is gained, they say, through prior experience with the knowledge 
domain. Therefore, if the recipient of knowledge knows too much compared to the 
dispatcher, there is no need for the transfer of knowledge to take place and if the 
recipient knows too little, he / she will not be able to capture and use the transferred 
knowledge. 
 
Nonaka (1997) models knowledge transfer as a spiral process because one ‘learns’ 
around the cycle and understanding moves to deeper and deeper levels. 
 
The process that transfers tacit knowledge from one person to another person, he 
calls socialisation. Socialisation is thus an active process primarily between 
individuals. It involves capturing knowledge by walking around (inside the 
organisation) and through direct interaction with customers and suppliers (outside the 
organisation) and depends on having shared experiences and results in acquired 
skills and common mental models.   
 
The process for making tacit knowledge explicit, he refers to as externalisation. 
Externalisation is a process among individuals within a group. People share beliefs 
and learn how to better articulate their thinking through instantaneous feedback and 
the simultaneous exchange of ideas.  
 
Once knowledge is explicit, Nonaka (1997) continues, it can be transferred as explicit 
knowledge through a process he calls combination. Combination allows knowledge 
transfer among groups across organisations and is an area, he claims, where 
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information technology can be most helpful because explicit knowledge can be 
conveyed in various formats.  
 
The fourth and last mode of Nonaka’s knowledge conversion spiral is referred to as 
internalisation. It is the process of understanding and absorbing explicit knowledge 
into tacit knowledge held by an individual.   
 
Organisations seeking a sustainable competitive advantage in today’s business 
environment must ensure they understand the value of knowledge – their most 
important resource. They need to manage knowledge transfer by understanding the 
characteristics of their knowledge resources as well as the absorptive capacity of all 
their departments. 
 
3.2.4 Information versus knowledge management 
 
One of the misconceptions about knowledge management is that it is just another 
term for information technology or information management. For decades we have 
focused solely on data processing and then information technology. This focus has 
now shifted to knowledge. There is a difference however, between data, information 
and knowledge.  
 
Information, we have learnt thus far, is meaningful data. The management of these 
resources is not merely the process of documenting and tracking data. It covers the 
process of information creation, capture, delivery, use and storage (Wood, Fletcher 
and Stewart, 2002). It is the means wherein the existence of needed information is 
made known to managers and other users and fosters, Barry (1996) says, the 
effective use of information for specific business purposes, as well as information 
conservation, sharing and recycling throughout an organisation and between 
organisations with mutually supportive aims.   
 
Knowledge management on the other hand, is built on ‘intellectual capital’ - a 
concept based on the view that the real market value of a commercial enterprise 
consists not only of its physical and financial assets, but also its intangible assets 
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created through intellectual activities ranging from acquiring new knowledge 
(learning) and inventions to creating valuable relationships (Corrall, 1999).   
 
The fundamental difference between knowledge and information is that knowledge 
entails a ‘knower’ - a living person - whilst information is independent and self- 
sufficient. Knowledge is thus harder to identify and detach than information and can 
therefore not be quantified and shipped somewhere. The essence of knowledge 
management is therefore, the involvement of the human element. Sense making, 
interaction, sharing and participation must thus all take place.  
 
Knowledge management implies subsequently, more than just the collection and 
distribution of reams of information. It means the connecting of various bits and 
pieces to show their relationships and interrelationships and then being able to apply 
the product of these connections (Gregory, 1999). It means therefore, learning and 
the effective use of that information. The practical management objective of 
knowledge management is to convert human capital (tacit knowledge) to structural 
capital (organisational knowledge or ‘what is left when people go home at night’) and 
thereby reducing the risk of losing valuable know-how when people leave an 
organisation (Corrall, 1999). 
 
3.3 Knowledge management process 
 
There are activities, says Bhatt (2001:70), allowing an organisation to learn, reflect, 
unlearn and relearn. He considers these activities essential for building, maintaining 
and replenishing core-competencies. It consists of five phases: knowledge creation, 
validation, presentation, distribution, and application. The next few paragraphs 
discuss these phases. 
 
3.3.1 Knowledge creation 
Knowledge creation refers to the ability of an organisation to develop novel and 
useful ideas and solutions (Bhatt, 2001:70). By reconfiguring and recombining 
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foreground and background knowledge through different sets of interactions, an 
organisation can create new realities and meanings. The extent to which knowledge 
is considered to be novel depends on whether it solves existing problems more 
proficiently and effectively and may even lead to innovations in the marketplace 
(Bhatt, 2001:71). 
 
3.3.2 Knowledge validation 
 
Although the creation and collection of accessible and relevant knowledge is often 
mentioned as a basis for knowledge management, the pure storage of that 
knowledge does not contribute much to a company’s success. Interacting with the 
knowledge base is what knowledge management is all about (Beinhauer, 2000:2). 
Knowledge validation refers to the extent to which a firm can reflect on knowledge 
and evaluate its effectiveness for the existing organisational environment (Bhatt, 
2001:71).  
 
This concept is similar to what Sinkula (1994:36) refers to as interpretation (the 
process by which distributed knowledge is given one or more commonly understood 
interpretation). Knowledge validation is a painstaking process of continually 
monitoring, testing and refining the knowledge base to suit the existing or potential 
realities. As realities change, so does the need arise to convert the parts of 
‘knowledge’ into ‘information’ and ‘data’, which may finally be discarded (Bhatt, 
2001:71). It becomes important therefore, for organisations to continually review, test 
and validate their knowledge base to keep up with the latest thinking in the discipline 
and to discard outdated knowledge. 
 
3.3.3 Knowledge presentation 
 
Knowledge presentation refers to the ways knowledge is displayed to organisational 
members (Bhatt, 2001:71). Sinkula (1994:36) talks about organisational memory and 
describe it as the means by which knowledge is stored for future use. Organisational 
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knowledge is distributed and scattered in different locations, embedded into different 
artifacts and procedures and stored into different mediums such as print, discs and 
optical media. Each medium requires different means of knowledge presentation, 
Bhatt (2001:72) continues, and because of these different presentation styles, 
organisational members often find it difficult to reconfigure, recombine and integrate 
knowledge from these distinct and disparate sources. 
 
3.3.4 Knowledge distribution 
 
Knowledge distribution is the process by which knowledge from different sources is 
shared before it can be exploited at organisational level (Sinkula, 1994:36). The 
interactions between organisational technologies, techniques and people can have a 
direct bearing on knowledge distribution. For example, (Bhatt, 2001:72) says, an 
organisation’s structure, based on a hierarchy with traditional command and control, 
minimises the interactions between technologies, techniques and people and 
reduces the opportunities for possible knowledge distribution. Similarly, knowledge 
distribution through supervision and a prescribed channel will inhibit interaction and 
reduce the opportunity to question the validity of the transferred knowledge. He 
suggests a horizontal organisational structure, empowerment and open-door policy 
and asserts it will speed up knowledge flow between different participants and 
departments.   
 
3.3.5 Knowledge application 
 
Knowledge application means making knowledge more active and relevant to the 
organisation in creating value, although the criteria for evaluating the usefulness of 
the knowledge, is often not readily apparent (Bhatt, 2001:72). In order to direct 
individual knowledge for organisational usage, an organisation should develop and 
nurture an environment of knowledge sharing, transformation and integration, he 
says.   
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Knowledge sharing - the combination and exchange of knowledge - is a vital activity 
for learning and innovation, claim Sole and Applegate (2003:581). Companies today 
are thus trying to embrace a new equation for success: ‘knowledge is power, so 
share and it multiplies’ (Allee, 2000:1). However, changing to a culture of sharing is 
seen as one of the biggest challenges claims Skyrme (1997), for it is not a 
spontaneous process, but one that has to be initiated, monitored, maintained, 
nurtured and guided.  
 
Knowledge management must aim therefore, to extract implicit knowledge from every 
individual and make it available in specific ways as collective knowledge (Beinhauer, 
2000:2). It becomes as much a feat of developing technological solutions as working 
through the social and culture subsystems. To this end, concepts and tools are 
needed to extract, store and distribute knowledge and offer a possibility to link these 
knowledge objects (implicit and explicit) to each other. 
 
3.4 Managing for knowledge 
 
Many organisations have engaged in efforts to manage knowledge – either by 
documenting certain standard processes or by designing and building vast databases 
of information. However, creating new knowledge is, as we have discussed thus far, 
not simply a matter of processing information. Rather, it depends on tapping the tacit 
and often highly subjective insight, initiatives, intuitions, beliefs and values of 
individuals. Most corporate knowledge is tacit (informal / personal) and has to be 
made explicit (articulated: formalised by way of speech, text or visual graphics) 
before it can be evaluated, enhanced and shared. One problem therefore, lies in 
pinpointing the source, the other in formalising the knowledge and most importantly, 
making those insights available for testing and use by the company as a whole. 
 
We do not have to throw our hands up in despair and describe the management of 
this vital asset as necessary, but ill-defined and costly, for we do not have to buy a 
bigger and more expensive computer system. New thinking is needed. In order to 
achieve strategic objectives, an enterprise should do whatever it takes and use all 
available resources to compete and win. To do so, all available information and 
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knowledge should be captured and leveraged and made available for use throughout 
the organisation. This process should transcend current structures and extend across 
the organisation. 
 
What then are the key components necessary to ensure a successful process for 
implementing knowledge management into an organisation? 
 
3.4.1 Culture: the learning organisation 
Organisations taking knowledge management seriously will share many of the 
characteristics of a “learning organisation” say Bryans and Smith (2000:230).  Such 
an organisation is one in which people at all levels are continually increasing their 
capacity to produce results they really care about. One of the main purposes of a 
learning organisation is the expansion of knowledge (McAdam, Leitch and Harrison, 
1998:48) - not knowledge for it’s own sake, but knowledge that comes to reside at 
the core of what it means to be productive.  
 
According to Drew and Smith (1995:5), a ‘learning organisation’ is one that facilitates 
the learning of all its employees and continuously adapts and changes to address 
environmental challenges. It is, they claim, a social system whose members have 
learned conscious communal processes for continually:  
 
• Generating, retaining and leveraging individual and collective learning to 
improve the performance of the organisational system in ways that are 
important to all stakeholders. 
• Monitoring and improving their performance.  
 
An important characteristic of a learning organisation is, they continue, information 
flow within the organisation as well as access to information from the external world. 
Information can thus be generated internally or it can be accessed from sources 
outside the organisation. A dynamic organisation, claim Mrinalini and Nath, 
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(2000:180), will have both - its organisational structure will be so designed that it can 
access and process information from within as well as from outside the organisation.  
 
In a learning organisation, claim Mrinalini and Nath (2000:182), accessed information 
undergoes a metamorphosis when value is added through interpretation. The 
efficiency of an organisation is thus critically dependent on value addition in the flow 
process of information across the organisational hierarchy. Whilst in traditional and 
more bureaucratic organisations, such information flow will merely mean approval or 
sanction, in organisations where information flow contains value addition, the process 
of knowledge generation is set in motion, they claim. Simultaneously, they say, an 
organisational dynamic is created by which human resources become enriched and 
the organisation’s quest for more information increases in the process. Such an 
organisation becomes more outwardly focussed for information access and seeks 
opportunities for gainful application of generated knowledge. In fact, they claim, 
application of knowledge itself becomes a part of the process of knowledge 
generation.  It is thus essential, they emphasise, to develop internal capability and 
adopt various practices to encourage information flow and learning.  
 
Bryans and Smith (2000:230) say a learning organisation emphasises openness 
(knowledge needs to be seen as public property), the development of new and 
different kinds of knowledge, as well as the importance of awareness about 
knowledge as a product and process. They propose seven fundamental principles for 
developing a new framework for learning. These are the principles of: 
 
• Openness. According to Bryans and Smith (2000:231), openness means 
recognising barriers and boundaries – personal, organisational and political – 
as a step towards removing these where appropriate. To be open, they say, is 
to refuse to settle in advance for what might be relevant to personal or 
organisational development and to be alert and attentive to the world. They 
quote Peter Senge when emphasising two aspects to openness that are of 
importance to the development of a learning organisation namely a 
‘participative openness’ that comes from an organisational norm of “speaking 
openly and honestly about important issues” and a ‘reflective openness’ that is 
the “capacity to challenge one’s own thinking”.  Openness, they claim, can 
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lead to a shared awareness of values and can facilitate powerful learning 
throughout the organisation. 
• Uncertainty. For Bryans and Smith (2000:232), uncertainty is the most marked 
feature of the knowledge economy. As the future grows less predictable, the 
foundations of knowledge become less secure.  We learn in this new 
economy, they say, to live with doubt and uncertainty instead of supposing 
that every problem must have a solution. 
• Complexity. In the knowledge economy, they continue, items of knowledge do 
not sit in discrete boxes but connect and hold implications for one another in 
ways that are hard to predetermine.  The need to share ideas and work 
together from different disciplinary backgrounds becomes paramount, 
therefore.   
• Relationships. For Bryans and Smith (2000:233) learning is a significant 
function of the relationships between individuals rather than something held in 
“possession” of any of the parties. Truths that are known jointly might not be 
known apart. Paying attention to relationships can thus help the open 
organisation to build trust, sociability, solidarity and commonality.   
• Reflection. In the knowledge economy, a successful organisation will welcome 
all opportunities to reflect on their actions, as this provides a source of vital 
knowledge, continue Bryans and Smith (2000:233). Reflection may either 
occur through unique celebrations, shared mourning (e.g. for a defunct 
project) or in familiar, on-going ways such as appraisal and review and can be 
the starting point for change. It requires however, putting systems in place to 
ensure that reflection becomes a reality and preferably second nature to 
organisational members. 
• Reframing. This occurs when an organisation questions and moves 
established boundaries. This process allows, according to Bryans and Smith 
(2000:234), a long term view to develop and promote the development of new 
knowledge.   
• Restoration.  People need to have something “put back” - restored to them -
through their daily work, conclude Bryans and Smith (2000:234). It is 
particularly important, they say, that an effort be made towards ‘restoration’, 
after difficult times within the organisation. 
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3.4.2 Leadership 
 
Indiscriminate knowledge creation will not necessarily encourage and enhance 
organisational learning. The second component required to ensure a successful 
process for implementing knowledge management into an organisation, is thus a 
person - a champion, a knowledge officer - who can obtain value from the vast 
quantities of available information. The primary role of the knowledge officer, or chief 
knowledge officer (CKO), as Guns (1998:315) labels this individual, is to convert 
knowledge into profit by leveraging the organisation’s intellectual assets. He 
interviewed a number of individuals occupying such positions and shares the 
following challenges they were facing (Guns, 1998:316-317). This feedback is 
valuable, he claims, to alert organisations to possible obstacles / opportunities they 
might encounter when starting out: 
 
• Setting priorities. It is essential to set the overall strategic direction and 
associated knowledge management priorities, namely to build leading-edge 
knowledge management thinking, use the best available knowledge on all 
client engagements and continually build the skills and competencies of staff 
members. 
• Getting a knowledge (best practices) database up and running. Best practices 
must be recorded, included into databases and embedded in training 
programs. 
• Gaining commitment from business leaders to better support a learning 
organisation. Processes and structures must be put into place to ensure 
support for learning and training. 
• Putting in place a process for managing intellectual assets, e.g. patents. 
 
Niebuhr (2000:29) says careful consideration is necessary when appointing a 
knowledge officer. (S)he needs business, technology and people skills and should be 
carefully selected to ensure successful implementation of this vital process. 
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3.4.3 Technology 
An essential third component of knowledge management is the role and nature of 
information technology (IT). Ruthless promotion of software tools has led to 
confusion between the nature of knowledge management and its juxtaposition with 
IT, argues Mattison (1999). The nature of the IT industry, he claims, has given rise to 
the belief that technological solutions comprise the kernel of knowledge 
management. Many organisations see knowledge management therefore, as 
synonymous with technical advances and pricey software packages. The reason for 
this misconception is that IT solutions have often simply been renamed and marketed 
as knowledge management solutions, he says. 
 
The more important issue - the integral human element, the development of a 
sharing culture - is thus frequently overlooked in the rush to sell the latest knowledge 
management product. For this reason, continues Mattison (1999) many knowledge 
management solutions promoted by software vendors only lead to confusion and 
misconceptions between IT and the culture change it is supposed to implement. A 
genuine test for knowledge management, he suggests, is that it should be able to 
exist, in at least a cultural form, without any IT which, at the end of the day, only 
allows this process to be managed with greater ease. Knowledge management 
should thus be the result of collaboration within an organisation, not the purchase of 
a new piece of software.   
 
It would however be incorrect to suggest that knowledge management gains nothing 
from IT. On the contrary, if an employee and / or team responsible for implementing a 
knowledge management strategy is aware of the fundamentally human and 
interactive nature of knowledge management, then IT becomes an invaluable asset 
in executing and organising knowledge management successfully (Mattison, 1999). 
The critical role for IT lies in its ability to support communication, collaboration and 
those searching for knowledge and information, assert McCampbell, Clare and 
Gitters (1999:175). As an enabler of knowledge management and used in the correct 
proportion, IT forms a distinct part of the larger process focusing on building a co-
operative and sharing community. 
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3.4.4 Measurement 
 
There is growing agreement that one, if not the key driver of long-term organisational 
effectiveness, is the ability of an organisation to learn effectively (Morey and 
Frangioso, 1998:308). If this theory is correct, all organisations committed to effective 
learning and learning faster than the competition, must have a method of measuring 
how they are doing and must be seen as rewarding those who are successful 
learners. How else, it is asked, will it be known that a business benefits from taking a 
knowledge management approach? Hence, ‘measurement’, is the fourth component 
necessary to ensure successful knowledge management implementation into any 
organisation. 
 
Measurement is however, an activity which is still being explored by organisations, 
researchers and management consultants claims De Gooijer, (2000:303). He 
discusses the following levels of outcome that might possibly be measured. At a 
minimum measurement level, he suggests an awareness and understanding of 
knowledge management principles and at the next level, the use of tools, information 
and knowledge followed by measuring a change in human behaviour. At a maximum 
measurement level, he suggests an overall organisational improvement in 
performance. He claims different levels of management represent different intensity 
of involvement and learning for employees and implies that one framework for 
knowledge management cannot be presented in an all-encompassing model. He 
suggests therefore, a model of two inter-connected frameworks: a knowledge 
management performance scorecard and a knowledge management behaviour 
framework. He thus links knowledge management to the overall business 
performance framework as well as an organisational culture change.   
 
De Gooijer (2000:305) makes the following assumptions about a knowledge 
management performance system: 
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• A knowledge management performance framework is not isolated from the 
organisation’s business performance framework.  
• There is a clear and direct alignment between individual work plans, team 
goals, business unit objectives and the organisation’s key result areas.  
• There are clear benchmarks against which performance can be measured. 
• Performance indicators are unambiguous.  
• Knowledge management is a business principle and is embedded in all 
aspects of the organisation’s work. 
 
The product of De Gooijer’s (2000:307) suggestions is presented as an overall 
business performance model encompassing a knowledge management performance 
framework. This is realised by implementing a balanced scorecard as the overall 
business performance model and then mapping the knowledge management 
performance elements across this model thus forming a knowledge management 
performance scorecard. His scorecard adapts the balanced scorecard approach of 
Kaplan & Norton (1996:44) in which organisations measure their performance in four 
key result areas:  financial performance / internal business processes / customers / 
learning and growth.  
 
McCampbell et al (1999:179) say performance measurement is the key issue in 
knowledge management initiatives since there is little precedent upon which to 
establish a return on investment (ROI).    
 
3.5 Implementing knowledge management 
 
Organisational knowledge is a mixture of explicit and tacit knowledge and the role of 
knowledge management is to unlock and leverage different types of knowledge so 
that it becomes available as an organisational asset. It is important for organisations 
embarking on the knowledge management road therefore, to clarify firstly, their 
understanding and perspective of the concept of ‘knowledge’ as it will influence 
greatly, how this resource is managed.  
 
3.5.1 Different approaches 
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Two main strategies for knowledge management have been employed over time. 
The ‘IT track’ (Sveiby, 2000), ‘mechanistic approach’ (Barclay and Murray, 1997), 
‘product approach’, ‘content-centered’ or ‘codification’ approach (Mentzas, Apostolou 
and Abecker, 2003:2) see knowledge as something that can be located and 
manipulated as an independent object. It focuses on products and artefacts 
containing and representing knowledge and usually means managing documents, 
their creation, storage and reuse in computer-based corporate memories. Examples 
include best-practice databases and lessons-learned archives, case-bases 
preserving older business-case experience, knowledge taxonomies and formal 
knowledge structures.  
 
The ‘people-track’ (Sveiby, 2000), ‘cultural / behaviouristic’ approach (Barclay and 
Murray, 1997), or ‘process’, ‘collaboration’ or ‘personalisation’ approach (Mentzas et 
al, 2003:3) put emphasis on ways to promote, motivate, encourage, nurture or guide 
the process of knowing. Researchers and practitioners say knowledge=process (a 
complex set of dynamic skills and know-how that is changing constantly), with 
substantial roots in process re-engineering and change management. This view 
mainly understands knowledge management as a social communication process that 
can be improved by collaboration and cooperation support tools. In this approach 
knowledge is closely tied to the person who developed it and is shared mainly 
through person-to-person contact.  The issues here are about how to maximise the 
ability of an organisation’s people to innovate and how to create innovating 
enhancing environments.   
 
3.5.2 Strategy 
 
Despite detailed descriptions, thought provoking theory (some of which were 
discussed above) as well as the recognition of the importance of knowledge in this 
new, global era, it might still be difficult to understand the role knowledge plays in 
creating sustainable competitive advantage. For many organisations, claim Carrillo, 
Robinson, Anumba and Al-Ghassani (2003:2), this difficulty stems from the fact that 
the implementation of knowledge management initiatives have often been without a 
coherent framework for performance evaluation. Knowledge management initiatives 
are, for these authors, systematic, goal-directed efforts for addressing a problem in 
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order to achieve business improvement. There is thus, they argue, a need for a 
performance based approach to knowledge management that shows explicitly, the 
interactions between knowledge management initiatives and a set of measures for 
evaluating its effectiveness and efficiency. A three-stage framework for Improving 
Management Performance through Knowledge Transformation (IMPaKT) was 
developed to link knowledge management to performance measurement. This 
framework, they say, recognises that in order to assess the impact of knowledge 
management, the initiatives thereof have to be aligned to an organisation’s strategic 
objectives.  
 
Massingham and Pandian (2003:625) think along similar lines when suggesting the 
first step for organisations wanting to understand the contribution of knowledge, is to 
tie it to the business strategy. They suggest the following approach to ensure the 
implementation of an effective knowledge management strategy:  
 
• Evaluation - determine upfront which of the resources will generate strategic 
advantage. 
• Transfer - build absorptive capacity.  
• Measurement - determine the contribution of knowledge resources to 
performance targets.  
 
3.5.3 Balanced approach 
 
Mentzas et al (2003:8) argue for a balanced fusion of the two views mentioned in 
3.5.1, as both approaches, they claim, aim to support the identification, managing 
and leveraging of knowledge. This is achieved through better management of the 
organisation’s knowledge assets and these assets, they claim, are those resources 
organisations wish to cultivate. It can be ‘human’, such as a person or a network of 
people, ‘structural’ such as a business process, or ‘market’ such as the brand name 
of a product. They propose a phased approach – the Know-Net method – to enable 
structured thinking and planning.  Their design is modular in order for organisations 
to start at different levels depending on their readiness, needs and requirements. 
Their proposal consists of the following steps: 
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• Awareness: the benefits of knowledge management and its relationships to 
strategic as well as operational and day-to-day issues, are communicated. 
• Stage 1 - Plan: During this strategic planning phase the vision and readiness 
for a knowledge management initiative as well as the scope and feasibility of 
the project, are determined. A key deliverable during this stage is the 
identification of key knowledge assets the organisation wishes to improve. 
• Stage 2 - Develop: the organisation transforms itself into a knowledge 
intensive company. During this phase the structure and design of a holistic 
solution (that covers processes, people and technology) are developed, tested 
and reviewed. 
• Stage 3 - Operate: the organisation rolls out a company-wide implementation 
plan with a holistic approach to knowledge management. 
• In addition: Measure - determine knowledge assets’ level of leverage. This 
activity aims to provide consistent support for measuring the creation, sharing 
and use of knowledge assets within the company. 
 
3.6 Pitfalls in knowledge management 
  
Having considered thus far, various aspects and approaches to knowledge 
management, it is worth highlighting some factors that might hamper successful 
implementation of this process. Niebuhr (2000: 30) quotes the following issues: 
 
• Timing: Top management has to be committed as many organisations might 
not have the time or resources to make a success of this approach given the 
constraints of staff reductions and budgetary challenges. 
• Power: Power play within any organisation is seen as the biggest obstacle to a 
free flow of information. 
• Organisational structure: Formal hierarchical structures or independent 
business units holding on to information that ‘belongs’ to them, will hamper the 
process of sharing. 
• Measurement systems: Most measurement systems look only at profitability. 
Contribution to and utilisation of organisational knowledge towards profitability, 
should also receive attention. 
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• Organisational culture: The culture has to promote and sustain learning to 
ensure the development of knowledge and a knowledge based enterprise. 
 
3.7 Summary  
 
The knowledge based theory of the organisation focuses on knowledge as the most 
important resource for competitive advantage. However, it is not knowledge per se 
that is important, but rather the integration and sharing of knowledge that plays a vital 
role. This implies that organisations be more efficient in using and managing their 
knowledge to achieve the highest strategic benefit.  
 
Hence, knowledge management must be seen as both an integration of parts and a 
crucial segment of a whole. There is no single action that once initiated, establishes 
knowledge management within an organisation. At the same time, knowledge 
management cannot exist in a vacuum. Its principles and use must be adopted and 
practised holistically throughout an organisation. In fact, knowledge management will 
affect the entire organisation and bring vast changes to the complete management 
process: the organisational structure and reporting relationships, information seeking, 
sharing and use, as well as the strategic and financial aspects of planning and 
decision making. It is imperative therefore, for an organisation wishing to adopt 
knowledge management, to understand clearly the true nature of its current political 
structure before embarking on this road.   
 
Managing knowledge effectively, can bring many rewards, which at best is the 
promise for a sustainable future. The process is however, not easy. Strong 
leadership is crucial.  The South African organisational debate in particular, should 
not only focus on the inclusion of socio-economic ‘have nots’, but should encompass 
a paradigm shift away from valuing only selective professions as useful to 
organisational success. The choice for ‘inclusion’ or ‘exclusion’ should encompass 
preparedness for questioning the status quo of overlooking the contribution many 
employees and / or professions make in building a sustainable organisational future. 
It means an open mind and a willingness to change. It means creating space for a 
variety of competencies and skills. 
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This approach will open possibilities, offer widespread opportunities for building a 
broad based, knowledge driven economy and increase the likelihood that prosperity 
is shared by a large number of South Africans from a wide variety of professions. 
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CHAPTER 4 
 
THE LIBRARY AND INFORMATION SCIENCE PROFESSION 
 
4.1 Introduction 
 
What does knowledge management mean to the LIS professional? Is the nirvana of 
public recognition and appreciation here at last?  After all, librarians do organise and 
provide access to information and knowledge - or is this incorrect? New York City 
Mayor, Rudolph Giuliani (2002), referred to men and women in uniform after the 
September 11 disaster, as ‘silent heroes’. Are librarians ‘silent heroes’ behind 
countless successful students, researchers and legal defence teams - yet almost 
never mentioned and credited? Can professionals themselves be blamed for not 
receiving recognition for their contribution? Or is it correct to say that the LIS 
profession simply does not have a strong argument in today’s knowledge 
management debate?   
 
For these questions to be addressed, it is important to understand the function of the 
LIS profession.  What products and / or services do they provide traditionally? Did the 
new era with its digital economy impact on this profession and most importantly, did 
LIS professionals keep up with developments and resulting new requirements in 
order to provide an effective and valued service in the twenty first century?   
 
This chapter starts by looking at the role and functions of libraries and focuses in 
particular on the corporate library, also known as a ‘special library’. It takes a closer 
look at the impact technology in general and the Internet in particular, made on this 
profession and proceeds to clarify what the library and information centres’ 
contributions are to date. Furthermore, it highlights the barriers for the LIS profession 
in entering the organisational knowledge management arena and discusses the 
impact professional information skills can have in this environment. It also makes 
some suggestions from literature of what can possibly be done by this profession to 
attain recognition and thus ensure a vital and effective corporate future. It concludes 
with a warning that unless challenges in the work environment are embraced and 
opportunities used, this profession could risk losing its place in the new economy. 
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4.2 Role and function of a conventional library 
 
Historically, libraries were buildings or rooms that provide organised space to keep 
physical material – books, papers, journals etc. With the invention of media - other 
than books - for storing and accessing information, libraries became repositories and 
/ or access points for maps, records, video tapes, DVDs etc. or, as Koehler (1999:12) 
aptly says, it became ‘a collections of information products’.  Thus, modern libraries 
were redefined as places to access information in various formats – whether the 
information is stored on the inside of a building or not. Libraries are historically 
therefore, about place and structure: physical structure around the material and 
intellectual structure around the content. The latter, says Outsell (2004:8) is 
expressed through cataloguing, classification and other ways of organising and 
describing the content. 
 
Shanhong (2000) lists the functions of a conventional library as the collection, 
processing, storing, dissemination and utilisation of documented information. This 
means not only making information available for immediate use but includes 
preservation of that information for future generations. 
 
The word ‘library’ can refer to an individual’s private collection but more often, it is a 
large collection funded and maintained by a city or institution. Today there are: 
 
• Academic libraries, located on the campuses of colleges and universities and 
serving primarily the students and faculties. 
• Public libraries, providing service to the general public and maintained by local 
councils. 
• Corporate / business libraries – also known as ‘special libraries’ or more 
specifically, ‘workplace libraries’ (Spiller, 1999:63). These terms refer to a 
library operating in a business environment and funded by a specific firm or 
specialised organisational group. A special library should thus be dedicated to 
put information to work to attain the goals of the organisation it serves.  
 
This study will focus mainly on the functions and issues of the ‘special library’. 
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4.2.1 Winds of change 
 
In recent years, technological developments brought about flexibility and access to 
various forms of information, but it also brought chaos to those charged with 
codifying the information and making it available for later use. These technological 
developments thus fundamentally altered the print-on-paper library model and 
subsequently, how research is conducted and services are provided. In addition, 
because it challenged and made obsolete many of the traditional practices in the 
library and information world, there is an absence of much of the value libraries have 
contributed to our society (Hawkins, 2000). 
 
Does this mean libraries no longer serve a purpose and will disappear completely in 
future? There is no single answer of where libraries and information services are 
going, says Outsell (2004:2). Many organisations today still have traditional (physical) 
libraries where employees can go for research assistance and reference materials, 
but as digital and virtual libraries emerged, the role of and need for the physical 
space comes into question. When corporations look to economize, some use 
technology as their motivation for reducing the cost of physical space. In addition, 
growing availability and procurement of electronic material naturally leads to the 
question of why there should also be a physical collection. Numerous organisations 
have thus made the decision to close their physical libraries in favour of the virtual. 
These decisions are however, about downsizing staff and ultimately about saving 
money (Outsell, 2004:8). 
 
This transition away from physical library space hence gives rise to the question of 
what should happen to the available space. Instead of giving it back to facilities 
management, as some corporations have done, Outsell (2004:9) mentions examples 
of companies that created areas for study (group study in particular), special 
collections that are physical, equipment, tools (software), learning and informal 
interaction via a café that offers food, drink and leisure reading as well as places for 
electronic access. These spaces are then, they claim, not about content as much as 
it is about users and service. This model, they claim, moves the place-centric library 
from site to screen. 
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It is evident that technology advances have revolutionised the way information is 
exchanged and business is conducted. What then, does the future hold for libraries in 
general and the corporate library in particular? 
 
4.3 Technology 
 
Technology of late has led to a massive shift in the way people find and use 
information, resulting in a new set of expectations and requirements for how 
information needs to be created and channelled. Information technology has 
‘discovered’ content and will drive its future to where the publishing industry has been 
unable to go (Outsell, 2004:2).   
 
This study considers hence how the future of libraries is in the making by looking at 
the current state of digitisation and its compelling influences. Furthermore, it 
examines how place, content, use and access are being transformed and considers 
the ramifications thereof for the LIS profession. 
 
4.3.1 Digital libraries 
 
One indicator of the future of libraries is the tendency to provide increasing amounts 
of information in electronic format. The terms ‘virtual library’ or ‘digital library’ are 
often used to describe a new breed of information centre service and this often leads 
to the misconception that digital libraries are simply traditional libraries in digital 
formats. This is not the meaning of a digital library, as merely converting existing 
information practices and artefacts to a digital format is nothing more than making 
information more accessible to some users (Row, 1997).   
 
Digital libraries are, according to Thong, Hong & Tam (2004:79), dynamic databases 
and data warehouses of corporate knowledge, mapping human expertise (records of 
who knows what and how to reach them) and capturing knowledge in high bandwidth 
multimedia. They are therefore, electronic collections that are much richer in content 
and more capable in functionality than traditional information retrieval systems.  
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Van House (2003) clarifies this misconception by highlighting the following 
differences, and in some instances less than favourable consequences, for digital 
and traditional (physical) libraries: 
 
• Traditional libraries are closely tied to the publishing system. The latter, she 
says, provides review and quality control thus providing users with some 
assurance about sources, credibility and appropriate uses of information. 
Some digital libraries may also, she says, provide access to previously 
unpublished information which places them outside these established 
institutional safeguards. 
• Traditional libraries are established institutions and librarianship a profession 
with selection policies and procedures, standards and performance as well as 
a code of objectivity. Some digital libraries are affiliated with traditional libraries 
and / or staffed by professional librarians but many, she claims, are not. 
• Digital libraries contain not only content, but technology and functionality 
including search tools. All of which, she warns, users must be willing to trust if 
they are to rely on the digital library as a source of information - and possibly 
an aid in analysis - if they are to incorporate the work of others into their own.  
 
Row (1997) says a digital library provides corporate employees with a framework for 
the organisation as well as a presentation of a broad range of information from a 
wide variety of sources, including archived documents, databases of corporate 
knowledge and even high bandwidth multimedia such as video files. The greatest 
appeal of a digital library is, he says, its flexibility. Hypertext and other dynamic 
linking methods allow libraries to be works in progress, always drawing on the best 
and latest information sources and not relying on old news and static data. 
Furthermore, digital libraries are easier to maintain than many traditional resources. 
They can offer top-of-the-line information, transparently switching sources as new 
services become available and user needs change. Centralisation, made possible by 
a digital library framework can, in addition, reduce costs substantially to provide 
access for a greater number of people. 
 
In reality, digital libraries are frequently portals or Intranets replicating resources in 
the physical library, thus enhancing their use through improved access and also 
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providing unique electronic content. Corporate libraries are increasingly converging 
into larger portals serving as gateways to internal and external resources and may 
provide a collaborative or community environment (Outsell, 2004:3). 
 
An effective digital library can therefore, provide a framework for all corporate 
knowledge resources and encompass information from a variety of sources, both 
internal and external.   
 
4.3.2 The Internet 
 
The combination of digitisation and electronic communication has provided us with 
an inexhaustible source of information: the Internet. The Internet effectively links 
every computer owner around the globe and blew away doors on the caches of 
information residing in every corner of the wired world.  
 
However, digital technology presents a dilemma. It provides on the one hand, greatly 
enhanced access by allowing information to move quickly and easily all over the 
world, thus making information accessible at any time, in any place, to anyone with 
Internet access. At the same time, it is combined with uncontrollable and unexpected 
chaos. Users can no longer effectively or efficiently cope with the amount of 
information that is streaming onto their digital workspaces. Resultantly, the term 
‘information explosion’ is no longer just a buzzword, but an increasing problematic 
reality for knowledge workers everywhere.  
 
This problem does not however, mean that information users want to return the task 
of finding relevant information to a library or any other intermediary. Research done 
by Outsell (2004:5) highlights that ‘self-service’ and ‘self-sufficiency’ is part of the new 
paradigm for users. Information seekers are happy to do research on their own, 
which is why the Web is often the first stop in any information search. Moreover, 
users are confident and happy that they are getting good information from the 
Internet and why should they not be? Compared to what they had at their fingertips 
before the Web came along, they are in information paradise. Digital technology 
might thus present a problem for the user in choosing the right information from the 
 53
large choice available on the Net but it is easy to use and that drives them back there 
again and again. 
 
Technology is therefore very useful and seems to be the preferred choice for users 
when searching for information. Outsell (2004:5) reports however, that seeking 
behaviour differs from preferences for using the information. They claim ‘quality of 
life’ issues drive current preferences for the use of hard copy text. The portability, 
convenience and physical comfort of print still win over digital formats when it comes 
to reading. So, users want it both ways: find information online - by themselves - but 
read it in print.  
 
It is not only a digital versus print paradigm the Internet has created. A major driver 
shaping information services in the future is a quest for simplicity. Users like self-
service but want it to be easy and obvious to find information. They do not frequently 
want to learn new tools in order to find what they are looking for (Outsell, 2004:6). 
 
An important point to remember, highlights Outsell (2004:6), is that although users in 
the workplace today struggle to balance quality of information, ease of accessibility 
and managing what is on their digital workspaces, their children see the world 
through very different eyes. For them, the computer screen is not a tool, a delivery 
platform or an interface that has a complex universe of content types, providers and 
technology behind it. For them the computer is the information. So, as the computer 
screen and information become increasingly indistinguishable, the library paradigm of 
collecting, organising and providing access to content, changes in order to meet 
evolving needs.  
 
Outsell (2004:10) predicts that future work for librarians might be more about creating 
invisible structures that facilitate the flow of that information. This might mean delivery 
at the item, document or even fact level, in the desired format for the need at hand - 
and technology is evolving to enable just that. This prediction might point to a vital 
role for librarians in the future: to provide effective pathways - through massive 
amounts of information - leading to a specific fact / quote / document or any other 
specific requirement. 
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Although the Internet has become, for most information seekers today, a ‘library’ to 
information access - their first stop - it is important to highlight that the Internet is not 
a library. There is firstly, a large gap between printed and Internet sources when 
assessing the reliability of the material, warns De Ruiter (2002). In printed material, 
information about the author and publisher is provided and both have their reputation 
at stake where quality is concerned. If no author or publisher claims responsibility for 
the content, it is not obvious what kind of quality can be expected. This kind of 
material, De Ruiter (2002) refers to as ‘grey literature’ and, she says, information on 
the Internet is more or less all ‘grey’ by nature. Another factor to consider, she 
continues, is the question of whether the same information may be consulted again 
on a future date, at the same Internet site, as we are dealing with a dynamic source - 
information might be altered or even disappear completely, without notification. In 
addition, she says, whilst the Internet contains an abundance of information, there is 
hardly any structure or logic to it. Special tools had to be built to search sites and 
standards had to be agreed upon to make information accessible for search engines. 
Much progress has however been made: interfaces are getting increasingly user-
friendly and the results they provide are getting better although, warns De Ruiter 
(2002), experience is required to navigate the Internet successfully.  
 
Although one of the greatest obstacles for the LIS profession might be eradicating 
the myth that the World Wide Web already provides a ‘library’ environment (Hawkins, 
2000), the Web and whatever universally available electronic information system 
might follow, must be reckoned with because an increasing number of our world’s 
population is assuming that the Web replaces the library. Librarians must address 
therefore, all the concerns the Web raises, find ways to compensate for its lacks and 
reinforce a useful and effective role for the library profession.  
 
4.4 Roles and skills of the LIS professional 
 
The environment in which libraries operate today is described by Sharp (2000) as 
follows: 
 
• Greater access to a wide range of information. 
• Increased speed in acquiring that information. 
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• Greater complexity in locating, analysing and linking information. 
• Constantly changing technology. 
• Lack of standardisation of both hardware and software. 
• Continuous learning for users and library staff. 
• Substantial financial investment in technology. 
 
The increasing amount of information available to users and the ways in which it can 
be accessed has in theory made it easier for users to get the information they 
require. However, in practice these users are overwhelmed by the amount of 
information they receive making it difficult to locate the exact information they seek. 
The role of the librarian as both user educator and intermediary is prevalent in this 
environment. 
 
Traditionally, the core skills associated with information professionals - training and 
facilitating skills, content evaluation skills and concern for the customer - are all still 
relevant, Sharp (2000) claims. In addition, librarians’ information handling skills of 
cataloguing, classification, indexing and enquiry work are all very useful when 
navigating the Internet. Therefore, values of service, quality, universal access and 
cooperation should remain the same into the next century, she says.  
 
However, it is the way in which these values are translated into operation and 
activities that will undergo substantial change. For example, continues Sharp (2000), 
the skills of cataloguing and classification can be used to improve the end users 
experience of networked information retrieval. The creation of meaningful metadata 
files based on cataloguing principles can help users find needles in the Internet 
haystack and the creation of catalogues including electronic resources can ensure 
access, authenticity, reliability and validity of networked resources. 
 
Librarians should not feel threatened by new developments, but move forward with 
confidence and take a pivotal role within their organisations. It is therefore critical 
claims Outsell (2004:11), to understand where users’ expectations and technology’s 
possibilities are taking the world of information, but it is equally important to 
remember the basics. Strategic and user assessments, testing, marketing and 
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measuring still apply. In addition, an unprecedented level of client and organisational 
knowledge will be required to understand business processes and in doing so, client 
needs will be met with context. This requirement particularly, might spell a paradigm 
shift for most information professionals operating in the corporate environment. 
Maybe once this shift occurs, the argument of whether the LIS profession should 
form part of the organisational knowledge management process will fall away.  
 
But let us not run ahead. Thus far, this chapter has looked at technology and its 
impact on the working environment. Hence, it is important to look at ‘the fuel of this 
new economy’ (Morello et al, 2001:1) - the knowledge worker - and how present 
knowledge management practices colour the future landscape for knowledge 
workers in general and ‘library workers’ in particular. 
 
4.5 Knowledge work 
 
Virtually all individuals use some form of knowledge to perform their work. What 
differs claim Morello et al (2001:9), is the type, frequency and reach of this 
knowledge. They present a model that spans three primary applications of 
knowledge: 
 
• Task-based knowledge work. 
• Skill-based knowledge work. 
• Innovation - focussed knowledge work. 
 
Task-based knowledge work typically involves, they suggest, explicit operational 
processes, pre-determined routines, well-defined responses and numerous 
administrative activities. Task based knowledge organisations therefore, define 
processes explicitly, explain how workers fit into the bigger picture and train these 
workers to use integrated tools and techniques for improving operations. In this 
environment, innovation and change do not necessarily occur in the nature of the 
work done, but in the way operations and activities are conducted. 
 
Skill-based knowledge work is characterised, they continue, by a blend of explicit 
skills and tacit know-how. It encompasses domains of expertise that are defined, 
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well-prescribed, demonstrable and conducive to hands-on training and 
apprenticeships. Skill-based knowledge organisations design and invest in explicit 
training programs and the workers in this environment, contribute value by learning 
and applying new skills with speed and proficiency. 
 
Innovative-focussed knowledge work is characterised by high creativity, collaboration 
often through communities of practice, and extensive role versatility. Innovation-
based knowledge organisations provide tools, infrastructure and education enabling 
their workers to find sources of expertise, access relevant information and 
collaborate effectively with others to generate solutions. Success in this environment 
depends on workers generating appropriate solutions to unique situations, markets or 
customers. 
 
Knowledge workers move regularly amongst these three types of knowledge work 
depending on their roles, occupations and careers (Morello et al, 2001:9). However, 
they say, knowledge work today extends beyond the application of operational know-
how and the demonstration of skills. It embraces the collaborative creation, exchange 
and generation of ideas and revenue-driving innovation. 
 
This comment might imply that ‘innovation-focussed knowledge work’ is the activity 
most valued today and might offer some explanation for why library professionals do 
not play a vital role in knowledge management activities. Is ‘revenue-driven’ perhaps 
a road sign to future success for the LIS profession? 
 
Morello et al (2001:24) offer the following recommendations to organisations seeking 
to lead and motivate their knowledge workers effectively: 
 
• Understand the primary types and roles of knowledge work in the 
organisation, as each will require different approaches for motivation, learning 
and support. 
• Recognise that superior knowledge worker performance emerges not only 
through individual competencies, but also through collaboration and trust. 
• Create an environment that fosters learning. 
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• Take a hard look at organisational beliefs, actions and symbols and decide 
whether the culture will attract or repel valued knowledge workers. 
• Focus less on control and more on creating opportunities for information flow. 
• Create a work environment in which learning and new roles and opportunities 
are well managed and rewarded. 
• Create a work environment in which purposes are clear and people are well 
informed. 
• Focus leadership on articulating a shared purpose, creating a culture that 
promotes creativity, learning and sharing and providing tools and processes 
that support the creation, delivery and reuse of knowledge. 
 
4.6 The role of the LIS profession in knowledge management 
 
We have discussed in Chapter three that ‘information’ and ‘knowledge’ are not the 
same. Information is the raw material that knowledge work requires and is made up 
of a variety of forms and types. Its value is in its use and the effectiveness of the 
usage depends on the ability of an individual to see meaning and significance in that 
information. Knowledge, on the other hand, is the expertise and capability of staff, 
integrated with processes and corporate memory and is equally lacking in value 
unless it is used.  
 
The process of managing knowledge involves the utilising and exploiting of an 
organisation’s explicit knowledge - knowledge that has been codified in documents, 
databases, web pages etc - as well as the application of peoples’ tacit knowledge - 
their competencies, skills, talents, thoughts and ideas - in an enabling environment 
(Ajiferuke, 2003:247). In practical terms this means: 
 
• Managing the organisation’s information and at the same time  
• Ensuring an organisational environment in which employees feel safe and 
encouraged to willingly share their tacit knowledge.  
 
An important point to note here: information and knowledge is part of the same 
continuum. It is interdependent - one does not exist without the other. Therefore, 
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when an organisation seeks to effectively manage knowledge, it includes the 
effective management of organisational information. 
 
How does the corporate library fit into this picture? Within most knowledge 
management environments the visibility of the library and information professional 
and the utilisation of their skills have been low (Abell and Oxbrow, 2002:148) and 
there are many reasons for this. A number of key factors are subsequently 
highlighted. 
 
4.6.1 Barriers to entry 
 
Without the commitment and backing of influential senior management, the 
knowledge management process will - like most other organisational projects - not 
succeed. The development of knowledge environments is almost always driven from 
the most senior levels in the organisation (Abell and Oxbrow, 2002:148). These 
individuals are part of a peer group that identify each other as those able to plan and 
champion new ideas. The information professional is seldom part of this peer group.  
 
In addition, the complexity of corporate information has resulted in the fragmentation 
of information roles and functions. If senior management want the knowledge 
management process to be directed by people core to the business (Abell and 
Oxbrow, 2002:149), information professionals will not ever, rightly or wrongly, be 
given key strategic roles. Lack of management recognition is thus given as a key 
reason for non-involvement of this profession (Ajiferuke, 2003:253). 
 
Librarians’ roles as knowledge management players can be significant, claims 
Schwarzwalder (1999:65). Unlike most people in organisations, librarians are 
predisposed to sharing information. They see it as their mission and they are both 
effective and customer oriented, he claims. Unfortunately, continues Schwarzwalder 
(1999:65), many library efforts focus on projects with very little payback - such as 
making the operation of the library more efficient. While he admits that this is a 
laudable goal, these efforts typically yield small incremental gains because they are 
mostly invisible to the client base and do little to convince sponsors that library 
personnel are capable of engineering worthwhile knowledge management 
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applications. His recommendation for corporate libraries is to rather identify 
departments, information collections or related processes that are badly in need of 
management, partner with the related groups and sort out the problem. In this way 
the library will become a key player in the knowledge management process and 
demonstrate that it is not a luxury to have but a department making a constructive 
contribution to the organisation’s success. 
 
4.6.2 LIS professionals’ perceptions and expectations 
 
Perceptions affect expectations. If senior management do not expect information 
professionals to ever participate in strategic thinking, then information professionals 
unfortunately, will not expect to ever be involved - and this becomes a self-fulfilling 
prophecy. Such attitudes contribute as much to the information department being 
kept away from the core business as do senior managers’ expectations.  
 
Abell and Oxbrow (2002:150) report that a surprising number of LIS professionals 
associate their role only with the management of external information, although 
various research projects suggest that anything between 80-95% of the information 
used in an organisation is generated internally. There appears to be little 
understanding therefore of the integration of internal and external information - from 
both the information professional as well as senior management. The opportunity and 
ability to work across organisational boundaries as well as the willingness to take 
opportunities to try different roles and ways of working are essential for information 
professionals in knowledge environments, they continue. It requires however, an 
understanding of organisational dynamics, an ability to analyse business processes 
and the use of information technologies as well as document management skills 
(Ajiferuke, 2003:254). 
 
The paradigm shift information professionals have to make, assert Abel and Oxbrow 
(2002:170), is to think of themselves as part of the core business - not merely as a 
support service to those conducting the business. To understand the way corporate 
information is created and used and how crucial information flows requires however, 
an understanding of the business a well as an ability to map the processes that 
 61
support it. Strategic planners, organisational developers and those who work in the 
core business understand this clearly, they say. Few information professionals, they 
claim, do and are therefore, not always able to make a constructive contribution 
around the management of corporate information. 
 
Knowledge environments, we have discussed earlier, are information centric and 
therefore requires good information management skills. This provides a unique 
opportunity for the information profession to become a core part of their 
organisation’s knowledge management process. It is thus necessary for LIS 
professionals to recognise that information management is not knowledge 
management - although it is an essential element - and buy into the knowledge 
management philosophy. In addition, they should recognise that working with 
strategic partners, initiating cross-functional projects and participating as active 
members of multi-disciplinary teams, are essential activities for making a constructive 
contribution to their organisation’s success. This is the only route that will ensure 
survival in the corporate environment. 
 
Subsequent mindset changes for this profession are summarised by Abell and 
Oxbrow (2002:152) as follows:  
 
• Work in partnership with other organisational sectors that form part  of the core 
business and do not merely provide a service as support to these sectors. 
• Contribute to key business processes, not only to the LIS profession. 
• Work to integrate external and internal information sources. 
• Focus on transferring training, facilitating and coaching skills and do not 
protect the information delivery function. 
• Focus on the creation of strategic services and change. 
 
4.6.3 Impact of professional information skills 
 
How can the expertise of the information professional best have impact and value in 
the knowledge era? 
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Shanhong (2000) suggests libraries participate in the knowledge management 
process by doing the following: 
 
• Conduct effective research and development - often requested by the 
knowledge management team. 
• Create knowledge databases and construct virtual libraries. 
• Exchange and share knowledge between library staff members and users.    
• Promote positive relationships between libraries (knowledge networking) as 
well as between the library and its users. 
• Protect intellectual property rights. 
• Value lifelong learning for library staff members through continuous vocational 
training. 
 
In addition, she says, librarians should work to enrich and enlarge the theoretical 
research base of library and information science by actively researching trends 
worldwide. They should also work on technical breakthroughs during their evolution 
from conventional to electronic libraries and in doing so create a set of organisational 
requirements for effective electronic libraries.  
 
These suggestions can undoubtedly, be very useful, but focus mainly on ‘internal’ 
professional activities and do not extend to business understanding and impact. In a 
knowledge driven environment these activities are referred to as ‘non-key roles’ 
(Ajiferuke, 2003:253). 
 
Knowledge management is integrated into effective organisations, communities and 
societies and the success thereof depends on the contribution of all members of the 
community. Information professionals’ jobs are to filter, organise and synthesise 
information on behalf of the community members. Abell and Oxbrow (2002:152) 
discuss activities that underpin knowledge creation, flow and use and, at the same 
time, utilise the core skills of the informational professional. These are skills they say, 
that need to grow and develop alongside a real understanding of the business and its 
processes, the development of management and organisational skills and - most 
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importantly - the application of these experiences. It is important they claim, for 
information professionals to not only focus on external sources of information, but to:  
 
• Identify and acquire internal sources. 
• Structure the internal information. 
• Source, acquire and evaluate external sources. 
• Integrate abovementioned internal and external sources. 
• Enable timely delivery of relevant, usable information. 
 
Information professionals have the theoretical basis and practical skills to provide 
vital assistance with this essential element of knowledge management. However, the 
impact of these skills is often diluted by a lack of business understanding as well as 
the ability to demonstrate the insight of where these skills have strategic and tactical 
value. 
 
4.7 Summary 
 
Libraries are swept along with the current of rapidly changing technology and all 
indications are that this trend will continue. The new economy with its focus on 
knowledge do have implications for understanding the job market and an ability to 
respond to, and take advantage of, the changes it presents.  
 
An optimistic response for the LIS profession would be that the new economy does 
present unique opportunities for the profession - their skills have never been more 
widely in demand - but competition for these opportunities are fierce as the 
management of knowledge is not owned by one group, one profession or industry. A 
pessimistic view would highlight the doubts management apparently have about the 
business knowledge these professionals have and their subsequent inability to 
contribute to the core business.  
 
Knowledge management requires a holistic and multidisciplinary approach to 
management processes as well as an understanding of the dimensions of knowledge 
work. If librarians and other information specialists want to be key players in the 
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knowledge management arena, they need to understand the multiple perspectives of 
the other players. While still providing traditional information services, LIS 
professionals should be developing new skill sets and growing into new roles that are 
necessary to support technology based services. 
 
Future success depends on the ability to acquire new skills and experience as well 
as a capability to embrace continuous change. The first step in building a successful 
career in this new economy is hence the belief by information professionals that their 
skills and the application thereof can add value in this new business environment.   
 
LIS professionals must make a critically needed paradigm shift that they are not 
merely a support service to other professionals running the business. Information is 
power and this profession knows how to access and disseminate this vital resource. 
The time has come to stand tall and to, creatively and assertively, demonstrate that 
LIS professionals are more than mere custodians of external information sources. 
The consequence of failing to embrace change and answer to these new challenges 
could be grave indeed: ultimately this profession could risk losing its rightful place in 
the new economy. 
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CHAPTER 5 
 
KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT IN THE SA CONTEXT 
 
5.1 Introduction 
 
Thus far this dissertation looked at knowledge and the management thereof from a 
theoretical base. It clarified the terms ‘data’, ‘information’ and ‘knowledge’ and 
concluded that these concepts are intertwined - the one does not exist without the 
other. Information is the raw material that knowledge work requires. It is expected 
therefore that the LIS profession with its mission of effectively managing information 
should play a significant role in the knowledge management equation. But is this the 
case at present and what is happening in South Africa, in particular? 
 
The term ‘knowledge management’ has been little known in South Africa until the 
year 2000. Few organisations ran with the concept initially as they possibly wanted to 
understand the principles and subsequent actions required, prior to participating in 
the debate. However, a number of South African organisations do presently have a 
keener realisation of the value knowledge management initiatives can add, although 
the evolution of this process has much room for growth. In addition it seems to 
remain more of an issue for larger organisations, both public and private, than one for 
the small or medium sized enterprise. 
 
This chapter takes a closer look at practices hiding behind the term ‘knowledge 
management’. It asks how South African based companies generally apply their 
understanding of this complex concept and investigates whether the LIS profession 
forms part of these initiatives. It focuses on local organisations as well as 
multinationals operating in South Africa and seeks to clarify whether these 
companies follow similar paths in their attempt to manage this vital resource.  
 
As this dissertation seeks to determine whether and how LIS professionals form part 
of knowledge management initiatives in South African based organisations, a survey 
was conducted to gain insight into these questions. The methodology and results 
thereof are hence discussed. 
 66
5.2 Survey methodology 
 
It was decided to e-mail a questionnaire to a representative sample of the above 
mentioned professionals as well as knowledge management practitioners and other 
representatives working in the knowledge management environment. This method of 
gathering data represents an opportunity to access information from a range of 
organisations and subsequent industry sectors. A wide angle picture of this 
profession’s involvement in the knowledge management landscape in this country is 
the objective of this approach. 
 
Contact details were obtained from membership organisations in the LIS environment 
in South Africa namely, Special Library and Information Services (SLIS), 
Organisation for South African Law Librarians (OSALL) as well as contacts provided 
by professionals working in this field. The South African Online Users’ Group 
(SAOUG) was also approached, but was unwilling to provide details of their 
members. It has to be noted that individual organisations seem reluctant to provide 
information about their organisation and its members. The author approached a 
number of managers operating in the knowledge management environment for 
possible contact details of employees involved in this work environment, without 
great success. This response is understandable says Spiller (1999: 66), as 
competitors might want to use such information to their advantage. A questionnaire 
was sent by e-mail to 420 individuals including all SLIS and OSALL members as well 
as various individuals working in knowledge management positions. From that, 183 
responses were collected. 
 
A questionnaire was self-constructed with advice from the Statistical Consultation 
Services (Statcon) at the University of Johannesburg, ensuring the validity of the 
instrument. Questions are divided into four sections: Section A obtains demographic 
detail.  Section B asks general information on the organisation the respondent forms 
part of, whilst Section C seeks to clarify what respondents DO with information and / 
or knowledge on a daily basis. In addition, opportunity was given at the end of the 
questionnaire (Section D) for additional comment. 
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It is vital to mention at this point that it was decided - in an attempt to simplify the 
questionnaire - to replace the terms ‘information’ and ‘knowledge’ with the word 
‘data’. Whether respondents are therefore working with information or knowledge 
sources, it was requested that they respond by indicating what they personally DO 
with the information or knowledge. In the discussions that follow, this same approach 
is used as the objective of this study is to determine what is actually DONE with 
information / knowledge - regardless of what it is referred to. 
 
5.2.1 Questionnaire details 
 
5.2.1.1 Sections A and B 
 
The details of sections A and B are self-explanatory (see: Appendix A) but the 
rationale behind Section C needs clarification: we have determined, in the theoretical 
part of this dissertation, that knowledge management is largely seen as a process 
consisting of various activities and although slight discrepancies in the number and 
labels of these activities appear in literature, the underlying concepts are similar. The 
author used the labels mentioned by Amidon and Skryme (1997:34) for the next part 
of the questionnaire but did, as mentioned earlier, replace any reference to the terms 
‘information’ or ‘knowledge’ with the term ‘data’. 
 
5.2.1.2 Section C 
 
The questions in Section C focus therefore, on five ‘data’ management activities or 
sub-processes namely: 
 
• Identification / discovery. 
• Acquisition / creation.  
• Collection / codification. 
• Storing / repositories.  
• Sharing / dissemination of data. 
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The aspect of data identification determines what kind of data an organisation needs 
for business success and what is readily available for use. The second aspect 
namely that of data creation, determines what data is created internally - and where it 
is created - and seeks to define what additional data the organisation needs to 
acquire from external sources to assist with the achievement of business objectives. 
Data collection supports capturing and codification of valuable data for effective 
retrieval, whilst the storing of data assures future availability and access. Sharing, the 
fifth activity in the process of data management ensures valuable data is transferred 
efficiently to where it is needed.  These activities will ensure that the whereabouts of 
all available data within an organisation is known to information and / or knowledge 
professionals in order to make the right data available whenever it is needed. 
 
Six questions were formulated around the first activity namely data identification: 
 
It had to be established firstly, whether the information / knowledge professional 
participates in the business objective setting process.  
 
• Question C1A: To what an extent do you participate in the business 
objective setting process of your organisation? 
 
The reasoning behind this question is based on the author’s belief that all employees 
should directly or indirectly be part of the business planning process. How can any 
department (even if it is considered to be ‘only a support function’) be effective when 
the objectives of the organisation are not known to them and most importantly, if they 
do not know how their contribution is used to achieve results? Secondly, individual 
responsibility for achieving business objectives should be acknowledged. 
 
• Question C1B: To what an extent do you know how you contribute to 
achieving the abovementioned objective?  
 
Clarity on these two points will not only equip the information / knowledge 
professional to understand how their function or department fits into the bigger 
organisational picture, but will subsequently equip them to understand what kind of 
data will be needed to achieve the objectives of the organisation they form part of. 
 69
 
• Question C1F: To what an extent do you analyse your department’s 
needs for data in order to achieve the objectives mentioned above? 
 
For the information / knowledge professional in particular, knowledge of the three 
abovementioned aspects will ensure the effective identification and evaluation of 
appropriate data sources to assist in achieving business objectives. 
 
• Question C1C: To what an extent do you evaluate potential sources of 
data on behalf of organisation members?  
 
Valuable data sources are however, often available within the organisation in the 
form of expert knowledge or data in less obvious places within the organisation. 
 
• Question C1D: To what an extent do you know who the subject matter 
experts are within your organisation?  
 
• Question C1E: To what an extent do you liaise with other departments to 
identify appropriate data sources? 
 
 The second activity in the data management process namely the role of the 
information / knowledge professional in either acquiring or creating valuable data, 
was established by formulating the following five questions: 
 
• Question C2A:  To what an extent do you assist in compiling a contact list 
(i.e. ‘expert yellow pages’) for subject matter experts? 
 
The rationale behind this question is that users might often be assisted when referred 
to a person in stead of a document. Unfortunately, in large organisations expertise is 
not always known by all organisational members.  LIS professionals should therefore 
treat this source of data as a vital part of their service. 
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• Question C2B: To what an extent do you analyse data – for use by other 
members in your organisation? 
 
• Question C2C: To what an extent do you serve as navigator by creating 
pathways i.e. maps through large volumes of corporate data? 
 
Data overload is a real problem today. Filtering data can avoid overload and focus on 
only that which is necessary for the task at hand. 
 
• Question C2D: To what an extent do you harvest data directly from the 
sources i.e. conduct personal interviews?  
 
• Question C2E: To what an extent do you form part of a community of 
practice (CoP) - a circle of subject matter experts that communicate 
regularly?   
 
These questions seek to determine whether respondents are merely generalists and 
whether they are regarded knowledgeable enough to form part of a circle of subject 
experts. 
 
The third leg in the data management process namely collection, supports 
capturing and codification of valuable data for effective retrieval. Many of the 
questions in this research seek to clarify whether respondents execute only 
traditional roles or whether changed roles and responsibilities are part of their daily 
tasks. Formulated questions attempt to clarify the respondent’s involvement in the 
following activities: 
 
• Question C3A: To what an extent do you maintain the content of one or 
more of your organisation’s databases? 
 
This activity is often an administrative one without any decision making powers i.e. 
what should be kept, for what period of time etc.      
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• Question C3B: To what an extent do you ensure that abstracts are 
provided for large data sources? 
 
• Question C3C: To what an extent do you codify sources of organisational 
data i.e. indexing / cataloguing? 
 
• Question C3D: To what an extent do you assist in the development of 
thesauri / taxonomies for data retrieval? 
 
• Question C3E: To what an extent do you assist in the archiving process 
of corporate data? 
 
• Question C3F: To what an extent do you assist in preserving data 
sources for future use? 
  
The following three questions were formulated around the fourth activity in the data 
management process namely, the storing of data. Not only were respondents asked 
whether they make decisions on the content to be stored in organisational 
repositories, but also whether they have knowledge off all the databases available 
within the organisation and more importantly, whether access to these databases are 
provided. Questions asked were as follows: 
 
• Question C4A: To what an extent do you know about all your 
organisation’s repositories (databases) – even if you are not necessarily 
allowed access to all of them? 
 
• Question C4B: To what an extent do you have access to the repositories 
mentioned in the previous question? 
 
• Question C4C: To what an extent do you make decisions about what data 
should be stored in these repositories? 
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Knowledge transfer and a culture of sharing were addressed in the fifth and last 
activity in the knowledge management process namely, sharing / dissemination.  
 
Questions whether ‘looking for data’ is part of their daily task and if data is provided 
pro-actively or on request only, addressed the important aspect of data provision.  
 
• Question C5E: To what an extent do you look for data as part of your 
daily task? 
 
• Question C5D: To what an extent do you provide data pro-actively i.e. 
alerting service? 
 
• Question C5C: To what an extent do you provide data to users on 
request? 
 
It was also considered important to establish whether a service of connecting users 
to other users / experts (people-to-people connection) is provided as an alternative to 
providing access to explicit data only. 
 
• Question C5F:  To what an extent do you alert employees about the 
services of subject matter experts? 
 
In addition, the aspect of training in the use of data sources was addressed as well 
as participation in interactive discussion databases. 
 
• Question C5A: To what an extent do you train colleagues in using data 
sources? 
 
• Question C5B: To what an extent do you monitor discussion databases 
within the organisation i.e. ensure participants receive a response? 
 
 
 
 73
5.2.1.3 Section D 
 
This section merely provided an opportunity for respondents to add any comment 
they considered important. 
 
5.3 Results: All respondents 
 
5.3.1 Section A: Background information 
 
Respondents consisted of 33 males (18%) and 150 females (82%). One hundred 
and twelve (112 - 61.2%) of the respondents have post-graduate qualifications, 52 
(28.4%) a B-Degree and 13 (7.1%) indicated they have a post matric diploma / 
certificate. Only 6 (3.3%) said they have a grade-12 (matric) certificate only. These 
responses are depicted in Figure one below. 
 
Figure 1: Qualifications (all respondents) 
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On enquiring whether respondents have formal qualifications to manage data, 80 
(43.7%) respondents said they have a B.Bibl degree and 21 (11.5%) said they 
completed a Post Graduate Diploma in Information Management (PDIM). Fourty five 
respondents (24.6%) indicated they do not have any formal qualifications for 
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managing data, whilst 37 (20.2%) said they have ‘other’ qualifications for doing so - 
without providing details.  
 
Figure 2: Qualifications to manage data (all respondents) 
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Fifty two percent (52% - 95) of the respondents are not part of the management 
structure, whilst 33% (61) function on a middle management level and only 15% (27) 
are part of senior management. 
 
Figure 3: Management levels (all respondents) 
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When asked about the years of experience with their current organisation and 
present position respectively, results were as follows: 
 
Figure 4: Years experience (all respondents)       
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Organisation    Position                                             
  
1 – 5 years  63 (34.4%)    74 (40.4%)  
6 – 9 years  44 (24.0%)    35 (19.1%) 
10 +   76 (41.5%)    74 (40.4%) 
 
5.3.2 Section B: Organisational information 
 
Table one reflects the industries these respondents represent. 
 
More than half (53.6% - 98) of the respondents indicated they work for a multinational 
organisation.  
 
Organisational data is stored, they said, in conventional libraries (8.7%), private 
collections (4.9%) as well as repositories (12%). Most respondents (74.3%) claim 
however, they use all of the above methods to store data.  
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Table 1: Industries represented (all respondents) 
 
  Frequency % 
Banking / Investment / 
Insurance    28 15.5
Consulting / Accounting 31 17
Mining / Engineering 26 14.2
Legal / IT 21 11.5
Media / Publishing 4 2
Government 15 8
Educational Institutions 29 16
Other 29 16
Total 183 100
 
  
Data sources do not seem to be coordinated centrally (47.5%), but portals are the 
preferred method for 43.7 % of companies keeping track of data. 
 
5.3.3 Section C 
 
Section C addressed what respondents DO with ‘data’ - information and / or 
knowledge - on a daily basis. This first set of questions (QC1A – F) looked at the 
aspect of data identification. Respondents had to choose between answering: ‘to a 
large extent’ / ‘to a moderate extent’ / ‘to a small extent’ or ‘not applicable’. The 
answers are subsequently discussed and mainly expressed as a percentage, but will 
also refer to results obtained from mathematical analysis. The latter assigned the 
value of one (1) to the option ‘to a large extent’, two (2) to ‘to a moderate extent’, 
three (3) to ‘to a small extent’ and four (4) to ‘not applicable’. 
 
Question C1A 
To what an extent do you participate in the objective setting process of your 
organisation? 
 
Of the 183 responses received, 33 participants said ‘to a large extent’, 48 responding 
with ‘to a small extent’ and 30 selecting ‘moderately’. ‘Not applicable’ was the 
response of 72 participants. A mean (average) of 2.87 indicates that most answers 
fall between ‘moderate’ and ‘small’. Only 18% of the respondents are thus actively 
(‘to a large extent’) part of their businesses’ objective setting process, although an 
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additional 42.6% are involved to either a small or moderate extent whilst 39.3% are 
not part of this process at all.  
 
Question C1B 
To what an extent do you contribute to achieving the abovementioned 
objectives? 
 
Fifty two (52) respondents answered ‘to a large extent’, 41 choosing ‘to a small 
extent’ and 57 indicated ‘moderately. Thirty three (33) ‘not applicable’ responses 
were received for this question. A mathematical mean of 2.30 indicates that 
respondents are contributing to the achievement of organisational objectives 
although moderately. Eighteen percent (18%) of the respondents do not know how 
they contribute at all. 
 
Question C1C 
To what an extent do you evaluate potential data sources on behalf of 
organisational members? 
 
This question provided the following results: 72 (39%) answered ‘to a large extent’, 
31 ‘to a small extent’ and 64 chose ‘moderately’. For 16 individuals (8.7%) this 
question do not apply. A mean of 1.95 indicate that respondents do evaluate 
potential data sources on behalf of organisational members – although moderately 
only. 
 
Question C1D 
To what an extent do you know who the subject matter experts are within your 
organisation? 
 
Results indicate 109 respondents (59.6%) definitely know who the subject matter 
experts are within their organisations, with an additional twelve (6.6%) and 58 
(31.7%) responded ‘to a small extent’ and ‘moderately’, respectively. An additional 95 
respondents (51.9%) do therefore know who their subject matter experts are, whilst 
only 2.19% (4 responses) indicated that this question do not apply to them. An 
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average of 1.51 indicates a better result that the ones received for the previous two 
questions.  
 
Question C1E 
To what an extent do you liaise with other departments to identify appropriate 
data sources? 
 
Seventy two (72) respondents indicated that they identify, ‘to a large extent’, 
appropriate data sources. Thirty six (36) said ‘to a small extent’ only and 55 chose 
‘moderately’. The mean of 2.02 indicates respondents liaise ‘moderately’ with other 
departments to find appropriate data sources, although only 39.34% of the 
respondents seem to be actively (‘to a large extent’) involved. Eleven percent (20 
respondents) do not seem to be involved in this activity at all. 
 
Question C1F 
To what an extent do you analyse your department’s need for data in order to 
achieve the objectives mentioned above? 
 
Seventy nine (79) respondents (43.2%) claim they actively analyse their 
department’s needs for data in achieving departmental objectives. An additional 
48.6% are therefore involved in this activity either ‘to a small extent’ (37) or ‘to a 
moderate extent’ (52) whilst 15 are not involved at all. The average of 1.93 confirms 
that this activity is participated in largely ‘to a moderate extent’. A graphical summary 
of these results is presented in Figure 5. 
 
The second set of questions (QC2A – E) addresses the aspect of data acquisition. 
It seeks to determine respondents’ participation in creating valuable data within their 
organisations as opposed to merely using or directing users to the sources thereof. 
 
Question C2A 
To what an extent do you assist in compiling a contact list for organisational 
subject matter experts? 
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Figure 5: Data identification (all respondents) 
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This seems to be an important activity for only 24 respondents (13%) whilst 67 
respondents (36.6%) said this activity does not apply to their present job task. A 
mean of 2.86 confirms that most respondents do not participate actively in compiling 
‘expert yellow pages’.    
 
Question C2B 
To what an extent do you analyse data – for use by other members in the 
organisation? 
 
Analysing data does not apply to the daily task of 44 (24%) respondents, whilst only 
34 (18.6%) of the respondents are involved ‘to a large extent’. The mean of 2.54 
confirms that respondents are, again, not actively involved in this activity. 
 
Question C2C 
To what an extent do you serve as navigator by creating pathways (i.e. ‘maps’) 
through large volumes of corporate data? 
 
A similar trend to the previous answer is evident here (mean: 2.64).  Only 39 (21.3%) 
of the respondents serve as navigators through large volumes of corporate data, 
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whilst 47 (25.7%) answered ‘to a small extent’ and 42 (23%) claim they are only 
‘moderately’ involved in this activity. For 55 (30%) of the respondents this question 
does not apply.  
 
Question C2D 
To what an extent do you harvest (extract) data directly from the sources i.e. 
conduct personal interviews? 
 
Whilst 127 (69.4%) of the respondents indicated that they do harvest data directly 
from original sources in some way, only 41 (22.4%) said they are involved ‘to a large 
extent’. For the majority, involvement is either ‘to a small extent’ (48) or ‘moderately’ 
(38) - mean: 2.65. For 56 of the respondents (30.6%), this activity does not apply to 
their present position.  
  
Question C2E 
To what an extent do you form part of a community of practice (CoP) – a circle 
of subject matter experts that communicate regularly? 
 
The same number of respondents (127) indicated that they do form part of a 
community of practice, although only 36 (19.7%) are involved ‘to a large extent’. 
Again, the majority of answers - mean: 2.70 - were ‘to a small extent’ (52) or 
‘moderately’ (39), with 56 (30.6%) of the respondents not involved at all. A summary 
of the second activity in this process namely that of data acquisition, is reflected in 
Figure 6. 
 
The third set of questions (QC3A – F) address the aspect of data collection - in 
particular that of codifying data. It will be seen that responses to these questions fall 
mainly in the mathematical range of 2 - 3, indicating that the level of participation is 
moderate only. 
 
Question C3A 
To what an extent do you maintain the content of one or more of your 
organisation’s databases? 
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Figure 6: Data acquisition (all respondents) 
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The content of organisational databases are maintained ‘to a large extent’, by 88 
(48.1%) of respondents. Twelve percent (22) of the respondents claimed they are 
involved ‘to a small extent’ only and 39 (21.3%) chose ‘moderately’. For 34 (16.6%) 
this activity does not form part of their responsibilities. 
 
Question C3B 
To what an extent do you ensure that abstracts are provided for large data 
sources? 
 
Providing abstracts to large sources of data does not seem to be part of the 
responsibilities of 70 (38.3%) of the respondents. The majority (113) are however, 
involved to some extent in this activity, although only 34 (18.6%) said ‘to a large 
extent’. Fourty three (23.5%) participants responded with ‘to a small extent’ and 36 
(19.7%) said ‘moderately’ only. 
 
Question C3C 
To what an extent do you codify sources of organisational data i.e. cataloguing 
/ indexing? 
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Codifying sources of organisational data forms ‘to a large extent’ part of the 
responsibilities of 78 (42.6%) of the respondents, whilst 46 (25.1%) said they are not 
involved in this activity at all. An additional 24 (13.1%) indicated that they are 
involved ‘to a small extent’ and 35 (19.1%) of the participants claiming their 
involvements is ‘moderate’ only. 
 
Question C3D 
To what an extent do you assist in the development of thesauri / taxonomies 
for data retrieval? 
For 70 (38.3%) of the respondents this question does not apply. One hundred and 
thirteen (61.7%) of the respondents are thus involved in developing thesauri / 
taxonomies for data retrieval, although for only 41 (22.4%) this is done ‘to a large 
extent’. Fourty three (23.5%) of the respondents are involved ‘to a small extent’ and 
29 (15.8%) are involved moderately only. 
 
Question C3E 
To what an extent do you assist in the archiving process of corporate data? 
Fifty two (28.4%) of the respondents indicated that they assist ‘to a large extent’ in 
the process of archiving corporate data, whilst for 59 (32.2%) this activity does not 
apply. Fourty three (23.5%) of the respondents are involved ‘to a small extent’ whilst 
29 (15.8%) said they are only involved to ‘a moderate extent’. 
 
Question C3F 
To what an extent do you assist in preserving data sources for future use? 
Preservation of data for future use are an activity only 72 (39.3%) respondents are ‘to 
a large extent’ involved in. The rest of the answers are evenly spread with 37 (20.2%) 
saying their involvement is only ‘to a small extent’, 36 (19.7%) chose ‘moderately’ 
and 38 (20.8%) claimed they are not involved in this activity at all. A summary of 
these responses is provided in Figure 7. 
 
Questions C4A – C look at the aspect of data storage. The first two questions 
provided a more favourable average (1.72 and 1.91 respectively), but less so for 
question C4C (mean: 2.6). 
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Question C4A 
To what an extent do you know about all your organisation’s repositories 
(databases) – even if you are not necessarily allowed access to all of them? 
 
Ninety one (49.7%) of the respondents said they know ‘to a large extent’ about all the 
repositories in their organisation with an additional 33.3% (61) indicated their 
knowledge is ‘moderate’. Only 9 (4.92%) said this question does not apply to their 
line of work.  
 
Figure 7: Data collection (all respondents) 
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Question C4B 
To what an extent do you have access to the repositories (databases) 
mentioned in the previous question? 
 
Seventy six respondents (41.3%) indicate they have access to all organisational 
repositories, whilst 33.3% (61) say they have ‘moderate’ access only. 13 (7.1%) 
claimed this question does not apply to their responsibilities and 33 respondents 
(18%) said their access was ‘to a small extent’ only. 
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Question C4C 
To what an extent do you make decisions about what specific data should be 
stored in these repositories? 
 
Fifty seven respondents (31.1%) said they only have ‘small’ decision making powers 
about the content of organisational databases, with 38 (20.8%) indicating their 
influence as ‘moderate’ only. Only 41 respondents (22.4%) claimed they are largely 
responsible for decisions about the content of organisational databases, whilst for 47 
(25.7%) this question does not apply to their current duties. Graphically, the 
responses received for this set of questions are as follows: 
 
Figure 8: Data storing (all respondents) 
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The last set of questions (QC5A – F) address the aspect of data sharing / 
dissemination. More positive results were received in these activities: 
 
Question C5A 
To what an extent do you train colleagues in using data sources? 
 
69 (37.7%) of respondents indicated that they are ‘to a large extent’ involved in 
training their colleagues to use data sources effectively. An additional 64 (35%) said 
they are ‘moderately’ involved in training and 33 (18%) claimed they are only 
 85
involved ‘to a small extent’. Only 17 (9.3%) of the respondents indicated that they are 
not involved in training colleagues to use data sources. 
 
Question C5B 
To what an extent do you monitor discussion databases within your 
organisation i.e. ensure participants receive a response? 
 
The monitoring of discussion databases is however, an activity that does not apply to 
93 (50.8%) of the respondents. Only 14 (7.7%) of the participants are ‘largely’ 
involved in this activity, with 43 (23.5%) involved ‘to a small extent’ and 33 (18%) 
involved only ‘moderately’.  
 
Question C5C 
To what an extent do you provide data to users on request? 
 
As much as 73.2% (134) of the respondents indicated that they actively provide data 
to their users on request. In addition, 24 (13.1%) claimed they are only ‘moderately’ 
involved in this activity and 16 (8.7%) said they provide data ‘to a small extent’. For 9 
(4.9%) respondents this activity does not apply.  
 
Question C5D 
To what an extent do you provide data pro-actively (without being asked) i.e. 
alerting services? 
A similar trend is evident for providing data pro-actively: 116 (63.4%) of respondents 
are involved ‘to a large extent’; 29 (15.8%) said they are only ‘moderately’ involved in 
this activity and 23 (12.6%) chose the ‘small extent’ option. For 15 (8.2%) of 
respondents this question does not apply.  
  
Question C5E 
To what an extent do you look for data as part of your daily task? 
 
One hundred and twenty five respondents (68.3%) said they ‘to a large extent’ look 
for data on a daily basis. In addition, 25 (13.7%) of the participants are ‘moderately’ 
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involved in this activity, whilst 16 (8.7%) said they are looking for data only ‘to a small 
extent’. For 17 (9.3%) of the participants, this question does not apply.  
 
Question C5F 
To what an extent do you alert employees about the services of subject matter 
experts? (connecting people-to-people). 
 
Connecting people-to-people is an activity only 71 (38.8%) of respondents are 
‘largely’ involved in. Fourty nine  (26.8%) of the respondents said they are involved to 
a ‘moderate’ extent’ and 36 (19.7%) indicated their involvement as ‘small’ only. For 
27 (14.8%) of the respondents this activity does not apply to their daily task. A 
summary of this set of questions looks as follows: 
 
Figure 9: Data sharing (all respondents) 
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5.3.4 Section D 
 
No additional comment or suggestions were received in this section. 
 
5.3.5. Summary: all respondents 
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Section A 
 
A large part of these, mainly female (82%) respondents, have post-graduate 
qualifications, are with their present companies for more than ten years (41.5%) and 
most of these employees (40.4%) are in the same position for over ten years. Yet 
52% are not part of management. 
 
Section B 
 
Respondents represent a wide variety of industries and more than half (53.6%) are 
part of multinational organisations. Of these organisations 74.3% store data in 
conventional libraries, private collections as well as repositories. However, 47.5% of 
the organisations represented here do not coordinate their data centrally. 
 
Section C 
 
Fifteen percent (15%) of the respondents say they are part of senior management, 
yet 18% indicate definite involvement in the business objective setting process. It 
follows therefore, that employees other that senior management, i.e. middle 
managers, are also involved in this activity. Twenty eight percent (28%) of the 
respondents claim however, they contribute ‘largely’ to achieving business 
objectives. Hence, indications are that although employees might not all be part of 
the business objective setting process, a small number seems to at least understand 
the contribution they make in achieving business results.  
 
Almost 60% of the respondents have a definite knowledge of the subject matter 
experts within their organisations, yet as little as 20% are actively involved in a 
community of practice - a circle of subject matter experts - themselves. This might 
either mean that they do not consider themselves experts within the context of their 
organisation or that they are simply not involved in any communities or worst - do not 
understand the concept of a community of practice (CoP). In addition, although a 
large number of respondents claim to know who the experts within their organisations 
are, only 39% assist in connecting users to these experts. Few respondents assist in 
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harvesting data directly from organisational experts and only 13% indicate active 
involvement in even compiling expert ‘yellow pages’.  
 
Fourty percent (40%) of the respondents claim they liaise actively with other 
departments within their organisations to identify appropriate data sources, but only 
21% provide ‘maps’ to navigate colleagues through large volumes of organisational 
data. Whilst 50% of the respondents say they know about the existence of all 
databases within their organisations, only 42% seem to have access to all these 
databases. Fourty eight percent (48%) claim they maintain the content of 
organisational databases, yet only 22% say they make decisions about the content of 
these databases. Fourty three percent (43%) assert they are largely involved in 
codifying (indexing / cataloguing) organisational data sources. Only 19% provide 
abstracts for large data sources and only 22% assist in developing thesauri / 
taxonomies for data retrieval.  
 
Thirty nine percent (39%) of the respondents claim they do assist in preserving data 
sources for future use, yet as little as 28% confirm they are actively involved in the 
archiving process. Training colleagues in the use of data sources, is a priority for only 
38% of respondents and most participants (51%) confirm that they are not involved in 
monitoring discussion databases - although a small percentage (8%) do seem to be.  
 
Yet, providing data seems to be a major activity for these respondents: 68% indicate 
they look for data on a daily basis - 63% providing data pro-actively (without being 
asked), and 73% largely on request. One has to wonder what kind of data is provided 
and what sources are used? 
 
Section D 
 
In this section, no additional comments or feedback were received from any of the 
respondents. 
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5.3.6 Deductions 
 
The first round of analysis does not present a dynamic picture of this profession. It 
might suggest that this group of respondents are not actively involved in the core 
business of their organisations or simply do not have the expertise - or perceived 
expertise - that is valued by their colleagues. Although it is understandable that the 
majority of respondents will not be part of the business objective setting process as 
most are not part of management, the majority do not seem to even know how their 
role contributes to achieving the business objectives. One has to wonder then about 
the effectiveness of those that claim to analyse their department’s needs for data as 
common sense reminds us that objectives have to be known before they can be 
contributed to - unless the link between knowing the business objectives and the 
need for data (to achieve these objectives) is simply not made by most respondents. 
 
In Section B the majority of respondents indicated that they are with their present 
companies for many years - in most cases in the same position. These employees 
have, in all probability, accumulated a large knowledge base over this period, yet it is 
seemingly untapped by management, as the majority of these individuals are not 
functioning on a management level.  Incumbents themselves also seem to contribute 
to this unsatisfactory situation - most do not liaise with other departments within the 
organisation to identify relevant data sources and do not actively connect colleagues 
to subject matter experts they clearly have knowledge of. In addition, they do not 
assist in harvesting expertise for later use and do not know about, or have access to, 
most of the databases in existence within their organisations.   
 
Clearly, these results seem to either indicate a problem within the profession or in the 
perception of the value members within this profession add in the business 
environment. Is it correct to deduct that information professionals have not made the 
transition to the knowledge era with its new requirements, or is it simply valid to say 
the majority of respondents either concentrate on data not critical to their 
organisations or are kept busy with activities not mentioned in this questionnaire?  
 
Hence, a closer look at the results from this questionnaire is needed. 
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5.4 Second round analyses: knowledge managers 
 
5.4.1. Demographics 
 
Responses from a smaller group within this survey - the relatively new role of 
‘knowledge manager’ - were hence looked at. The rationale is to determine whether 
the activities in this smaller group differ significantly from the rest of the respondents 
and if so, what lessons can possibly be learnt. 
 
Sections A  
The group of ‘knowledge managers’ in this sample consists of 32 individuals - nine 
males (28%) and 23 females (72%). The job titles they use vary:  
 
• Knowledge Manager 
• Knowledge Management (KM) Specialist / KM Broker / KM Consultant 
• Intellectual Assets Consultant 
• KM Business Consultant 
 
Regarding educational qualifications, 27 (84%) indicate they have post-graduate 
qualifications, four have a B-Degree. One individual selected ‘other’ - without stating 
what the qualification is. Asked about their qualifications to manage knowledge, 
eleven respondents replied they have a B.Bibl degrees, 18 (56%) are in the 
possession of the Postgraduate Diploma for Information Management (PDIM), whilst 
three respondents stated ‘other’ - again, without providing details. 
 
Eleven (11) respondents (34%) said they are part of senior management, 14 (44%) 
indicated they are middle managers, whilst 7 respondents do not hold management 
positions. Asked about years of service with their present organisation and years in 
their current position, responses were as follows: 
 
    Organisation            Position             
1-5 years   11    18 
6-9 years   10      8 
10+ years   11      6 
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A graphical presentation of these findings is provided in Figure ten. Although an even 
distribution exist between the years service with the present company, 56% of the 
respondents do not occupy their present positions for more that 5 years. 
 
Section B 
Knowledge managers in this sample represent a variety of industries. These findings 
are reflected in Table two.  
 
Figure 10: Years experience (knowledge managers) 
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Table 2: Industries represented (knowledge managers) 
 
  Frequency % 
Banking / Investment / 
Insurance    8 25
Consulting / Accounting 9 28
Mining / Engineering 3 9.4
Legal / IT 1 3
Media / Publishing 0 0
Government 2 6.2
Educational Institutions 3 9.4
Other 6 19
Total 32 100
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Data is stored in conventional libraries, private collections and repositories. No one 
indicated that a central card catalogue exist to refer to organisational data, yet 16 
(50%) said they have central portals. Fourty seven percent (47%) of the respondents 
claim their organisational data is not centrally coordinated. 
 
5.4.2 Results: knowledge managers 
 
This group, consisting of 72% females, use job titles such as: Knowledge Manager / 
Knowledge Management (KM) Specialist / KM Consultant / KM Broker / KM Business 
Consultant and Intellectual Assets Consultant. 
 
Responses received from this group will hence be presented in graphical format - 
Figure 11 (Data identification), Figure 12 (Data acquisition), Figure 13 (Data 
collection), Figure 14 (Data storing) and Figure 15 (Data sharing) - and then be 
discussed by comparing these results to the responses received from the full group. 
In this way differences in the activities between the groups might be highlighted. 
 
Figure 11: Data identification (knowledge managers) 
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5.4.3 Summary: knowledge managers 
 
Eighty four percent (84%) of the respondents have post-graduate qualifications with 
as much as 56% indicating to have completed a Post Graduate Diploma in 
Information Management (PDIM). Thirty four percent (34%) of these respondents 
claim they are part of senior management and 44% said they operate on a middle 
management level. Seventy eight percent (78%) of these knowledge managers are 
thus considered part of their organisations’ management structure and the majority 
(56%) are in their current positions for less than 5 years. 
 
Figure12: Data acquisition (knowledge managers) 
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Asked to what extent they participate in the business objective setting process, 38% 
indicated that they are actively involved in this process. This figure broadly 
corresponds with the percentage of respondents claiming to be part of senior 
managers (34%). However, when asked about their contribution to achieving 
business objectives, only 59% seem to understand their role in this regard despite 
ascertaining earlier that 78% form part of the management structure. 
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Figure 13: Data collection (knowledge managers) 
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Figure 14: Data storing (knowledge managers) 
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Fourty seven percent (47%) of these knowledge managers indicate they know whom 
the subject matter experts within their organisations are, yet only 44% alert 
colleagues as to the services these experts can offer. Only 31% said they harvest 
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data directly from organisational experts and 28% said they assist in compiling a 
contact list for these experts. 
 
Figure 15: Data sharing (knowledge managers) 
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Thirty four percent (34%) indicated however, that they form part of a community of 
practice - the same number indicating they are part of senior management.  
 
Regarding the maintenance of organisational databases, 47% seems to be actively 
involved in this activity, although only 28% make decisions about the content to be 
stored on these repositories. Few knowledge managers (19%) ensure the provision 
of abstracts to large data sources and an equally low percentage (28%) are actively 
involved in codification of data or in developing taxonomies for data retrieval. 
Archiving and the preservation of data for future use, is also not a priority for this 
group - a 38% response rate in both cases. Fifty six percent (56%) of this group do 
however know about all available repositories with organisational data and 50% of 
the group have access to all of these sources, yet only 47% indicated that they act as 
navigator by creating pathways through this data. 
 
With regards training in the use of data sources, 47% positive responses were 
received and although 50% of knowledge managers claim they actively look for data 
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on a daily basis, the same percentage provide data pro-actively whilst the majority 
(63%) indicated that they provide data largely on request.  
 
5.5 Comparisons 
 
When comparing the results received from knowledge managers with the results for 
the full sample, it is evident that some differences do exist. It is essential therefore, to 
verify where these differences are. Three sub groups, namely Information Specialists 
/ Librarians and Knowledge Managers are subsequently compared using the ANOVA 
- ANalysis Of Variance - test. This analysis tests the size of the variance associated 
with an explained source relative to an unexplained variation. If the ratio is so large 
that the probability it occurred by chance is low, i.e. P<0.05, it can be concluded, at a 
certainty level of 95%, that the source of variation did have a significant effect.  
 
Looking at the mean values in the ANOVA (classification) in Appendix C1 for these 
three groups, knowledge managers perform better with ‘Identification’ (mean: 
1.8646), ‘Acquisition / Creation’ (mean: 2.0938) and  ‘Storing / Repositories’, (mean: 
1.8333) whilst Information Specialists perform slightly better than the other two sub 
groups in ‘Collection / Codification’ (mean: 2.2471) and ‘Sharing / Dissemination’ 
(mean: 1.8448). 
 
Although variances in P-values (Sig) of 0.159 for ‘Collection / Codification’ and 0.293 
for ‘Sharing / Dissemination’ (see: Appendix C2), flag differences between groups, 
Post Hoc Tests (see: Appendix C3) indicate variances - at a 95% level of certainty - 
in Identification, Acquisition and Storing only. With ‘Identification’, the biggest 
variances are between librarians and knowledge manager (Sig: 0.032), whilst 
variances are highlighted for ‘Acquisition / Creation’ between information specialists 
and knowledge managers (Sig: 0.001) as well as librarians and knowledge managers 
(Sig: 0.000) and with ‘Storing / Repositories’, a difference is highlighted between 
knowledge managers and librarians (Sig: 0.008).  
 
These differences indicate that knowledge managers perform better at data 
identification (mean: 1.8646), acquisition (mean: 2.0938) and storing (mean: 1.8333), 
although they do not perform significantly better in any of these areas. 
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Results from the abovementioned aspects of managing knowledge do not indicate 
significant differences. It is important to look therefore, at the responses to particular 
questions posed within the respective categories, as this might point to activities that 
are either actively pursued or even considered unimportant.  
 
Table 3 indicates the responses (expressed in percentages) to the two extreme 
options provided in the questionnaire namely, ‘to a large extent’ and ‘not applicable’. 
We concentrate only on data ‘identification’ / ‘acquisition’ and ‘storing’ as these are 
the areas of reliable differences the survey results highlighted.  
 
Data identification 
More knowledge managers participate in the objective setting process (38%) and are 
thus better at analysing their departments’ needs for data (53%). Subsequently, more 
of them also know what part they play in achieving business results (59%). In 
addition, they perform slightly better in evaluating potential data sources on behalf of 
their colleagues (50%) and perform better in liaising with other departments in order 
to identify appropriate data sources (44%). They do not however, perform as well 
when questioned about their knowledge of subject matter experts within their 
organisations. Alarming here is the large percentage (39%) of respondents that 
consider the objective setting process inappropriate to their responsibilities.  
 
Data acquisition 
No group perform particularly well in this category, although 47% of the knowledge 
managers indicate they serve as navigators through large volumes of organisational 
data.  
 
Data storing 
Although a large number of respondents seem to know about the databases in 
existence within their organisations (KM: 56% and full group: 50%) and few think that 
it is inappropriate to know about them (KM: 0% and full group: 5%), not all 
respondents have access to these databases and only a small percentage seem to 
make decisions on what should be stored in these repositories (KM: 28% and full 
group: 22%). 
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Table 3: All responses compared 
 
Data 
IDENTIFICATION           
  Full Group     Knowledge managers   
  To a LARGE extent (%) N/A (%)   To a LARGE extent (%) N/A (%) 
C1a 18 39   38 25
C1b 28 18   59 3
C1c 39 9   50 13
C1d 60 2   47 0
C1e 39 11   44 9
C1f 43 8   53 13
Data ACQUISITION           
C2a 13 37   28 9
C2b 19 24   28 13
C2c 21 30   47 6
C2d 22 31   31 13
C2e 20 31   34 13
Data COLLECTION           
C3a 48 17   47 6
C3b 19 38   19 22
C3c 43 25   28 19
C3d 22 38   28 19
C3e 28 32   38 16
C3f 39 21   38 9
Data STORING           
C4a 50 5   56 0
C4b 42 7   50 0
C4c 22 26   28 19
Data SHARING           
C5a 38 9   47 3
C5b 8 51   13 31
C5c 73 5   63 9
C5d 63 8   50 18
C5e 68 9   50 12
C5f 39 15   44 9
 
 
5.6 Summary  
 
Responses were received from a wide variety of organisational sectors. The results 
do not however, paint a dynamic picture of the LIS profession.  
 
A large part of the full sample, consisting of mainly female respondents, have post 
graduate qualifications and are with their present companies for more than ten years 
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- most in the same position. Yet, most of these respondents do not function on a 
management level. This might explain why only a few seem to participate in the 
business objective setting process. What is disturbing though is that results indicate 
most of these respondents do either not know what the business objectives are or 
even how they contribute in achieving these objectives. Responses from the group of 
knowledge managers reflect a more positive situation when questioned about 
representation at a managerial level. However, when asked about their contribution 
to achieving business objectives, less than two thirds of these knowledge managers 
seem to understand their role in this regard. It follows therefore, that the LIS 
profession is not actively involved - directly or indirectly - in the core business of the 
organisations they represent. 
 
A large percentage of the respondents have a definite knowledge of the subject 
matter experts within their organisations, yet only a small percentage indicate active 
involvement in alerting colleagues as to the services these experts can offer. (Might 
this knowledge merely be the result of years in one organisation?). Harvesting data 
directly from organisational experts is also not an activity that even knowledge 
managers seem to be actively involved in. Only a few of the respondents seem to be 
involved in a community of practice - a circle of subject matter experts. This might 
either mean that most LIS professionals do not consider themselves experts within 
the context of their organisation or that they are simply not involved in any work 
related communities or worst - do not understand the concept of a community of 
practice (CoP). In addition, although a large number of respondents claim to know 
who the experts within their organisations are, only a few assist in connecting users 
to these experts by, for example, providing expert ‘yellow pages’ or other means of 
reference to these experts.  
  
Less than fifty percent of the respondents claim they liaise actively with other 
departments within their organisations to identify appropriate data sources and only a 
few provide ‘maps’ to navigate colleagues through large volumes of organisational 
data. In addition, whilst half of the respondents say they know about the existence of 
most databases within their organisations, less than half of these individuals seem to 
have access to these databases. Again, this indicates that LIS professionals are 
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either focussing mainly on data sources external to their organisations or are merely 
not actively part of the core business. 
 
Although half of the respondents claim they maintain the content of organisational 
databases - thus indicating some involvement in internal data - only a few say they 
make decisions about the content of these databases. Less than half of the 
respondents assert they are ‘largely’ involved in codifying (indexing / cataloguing) 
and only a few say they provide abstracts for large data sources. Even less 
respondents seem to assist in developing thesauri / taxonomies for data retrieval. 
These results indicate that most of the LIS professionals that are involved in internal 
data are mainly used in either an administrative capacity or in more traditional roles 
for data professionals. 
 
A small percentage of respondents claim they assist in preserving data sources for 
future use, yet even less confirm they are actively involved in the archiving process. 
These results might indicate two similar yet unrelated data processes - i.e. 
‘preserving data’ and ‘archiving’ - for internal and external sources. The distinction of 
which, in the opinion of the author, is one of the major reasons LIS professionals are 
not considered relevant and valuable to their organisations.  
 
Even the training of colleagues in the use of data sources - one of the more 
‘progressive’ activities this profession supports as part of their transition to become 
active participants in the business process - is a priority for only a small number of 
respondents. Sharing and disseminating data still seem to be the major activity for 
this sample of   respondents. Nearly two thirds indicate they provide data pro-actively 
(without being asked), and an almost equal number say they provide data largely on 
request.   
 
Although knowledge managers (in the second round analyses) performed better at 
data identification, data acquisition and data storing, results do not indicate significant 
differences. When specific questions are looked at however, it is evident that more 
knowledge managers participate in the objective setting process and are thus better 
at analysing their department’s need for data. Subsequently, more knowledge 
managers seem to know what part they play in achieving business results. 
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This dissertation provides empirical evidence that the majority of this sample of LIS 
professionals do not play a significant role in the knowledge management 
environment in South African based companies. The author asserts that the key 
reason for this situation is the low level of representation on senior management level 
and little involvement therefore in the business objective setting process and 
subsequent accountability for most of these professionals. 
This reality might reflect an organisational culture that values only selected 
professions as relevant in achieving business objectives. At the same time it might 
reflect a belief amongst the majority of these LIS professionals that they are merely 
custodians of external information and can or will therefore not get involved in the 
core business of their organisations. 
 
Neither scenario promises a dynamic future for this profession. 
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CHAPTER 6 
 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION, RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
6.1 Summary 
 
The following theoretical points are highlighted: 
 
• Knowledge - what people know - has become the most important resource for 
competitive advantage. However, it is not knowledge per se that is important, 
but rather the integration and sharing of knowledge that plays a vital role. This 
implies that organisations be more efficient in using and managing their 
knowledge to achieve the highest strategic benefit.  
• Knowledge management is not about a product, a service or a thing. 
Knowledge management is a process - but not a stand-alone process. It 
combines various processes within the organisation that depends on the 
business objectives of that organisation. 
• There is no single action that once initiated, establishes knowledge 
management within an organisation. Its principles and use must be adopted 
and practised holistically throughout an organisation.     
• The process of managing knowledge requires strong leadership. The South 
African organisational debate in particular, should focus not only on the 
inclusion of socio-economic ‘have nots’ but encompass a paradigm shift away 
from valuing only selective professions as useful to organisational success. It 
implies preparedness for questioning the status quo of overlooking 
contributions many employees and / or professions make in building a 
sustainable organisational future.   
• The management of knowledge is not owned by one group, one profession or 
one industry. This presents unique opportunities for the LIS professional, but 
doubts management apparently have about the business knowledge these 
professionals bring and their subsequent inability to contribute to the core 
business, will have to be addressed. 
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• Knowledge management requires a holistic and multidisciplinary approach to 
management processes as well as an understanding of the dimensions of 
knowledge work. If information professionals want to be key players in the 
knowledge management arena, they need to understand the multiple 
perspectives of the other players. While still providing traditional information 
services, LIS professionals should be developing new skill sets and grow into 
new roles that are necessary to support technology based services.  
 
The following major points from the empirical study are highlighted: 
 
• Responses present a wide variety of organisational sectors in the South 
African business environment. 
• Most respondents have post graduate qualifications and are with their present 
companies for more than ten years - most in the same position. Yet, most of 
these respondents do not function on a management level.  
• Most respondents either do not know what the business objectives are or even 
how they contribute in achieving these objectives.   
• A large percentage of the respondents have a definite knowledge of the 
subject matter experts within their organisations, yet only a small percentage 
indicate active involvement in alerting colleagues as to the services these 
experts can offer.   
• Only a few of the respondents seem to be involved in a community of practice 
(CoP). This might either mean that most LIS professionals do not consider 
themselves experts within the context of their organisation or that they are 
simply not involved in any work related communities or worst - do not 
understand the concept of a CoP.  
• Less that fifty percent of the respondents claim they liaise actively with other 
departments within their organisations to identify appropriate data sources. 
This either suggests a large number of these professionals associate their role 
with the management of mainly external data sources or it might point to little 
understanding of the importance of the integration of internal and external data 
sources. 
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• About half of the respondents say they know about the existence of most 
databases within their organisations, yet less than half of these individuals 
seem to have access to these databases.   
• Fifty percent of the respondents claim they maintain the content of 
organisational databases - thus indicating some involvement in internal data – 
yet only a few say they make decisions about the content of these databases.   
• Results indicate that most of the LIS professionals working with that internal 
data are mainly used in either an administrative capacity or in more traditional 
roles for data professionals. 
• Training of colleagues in the use of data sources - one of the more 
‘progressive’ activities this profession supports as part of their transition to 
become active participants in the business process - is a priority for only a 
small number of respondents.  
• Sharing and disseminating data still seem to be the major activity for this 
sample of respondents. Nearly two thirds indicate they do provide data pro-
actively (without being asked), but almost an equal number say they provide 
data largely on request.   
• Although knowledge managers (in the second round analyses) performed 
better at data identification, data acquisition and data storing, results do not 
indicate significant differences.   
 
6.2 Conclusions 
 
Torrents of information are overwhelming most organisations today.  Few businesses 
are getting what they need: relevant and timely information to run a superior 
business. An effective process of managing the flood of raw data and simultaneously 
accessing superior knowledge is essential for business survival. Question is: how 
can this be achieved? 
 
The root cause of information overload is that most information in today’s complex 
business environment is unstructured. Relevance is directly linked to business 
goals. It follows therefore, that business objectives should be clear. This is the 
crucial starting point to an effective process of managing organisational resources. 
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All employees have a role to play in assisting the organisation to achieve its goals. 
However, if ‘knowledge management’ activities are not perceived as designed 
to improve business and achieve the organisation’s goals, nobody can be 
expected to take notice of it. 
 
These same principles apply to activities LIS professionals engage in. If the business 
environment and objectives of the organisation these professionals serve are not 
thoroughly understood, focussed and effective services are simply not possible. LIS 
professionals, skilled in the acquisition and distribution of information - skills that can 
subsequently be well utilised in the new economy - has a vital role to play in the 
process of managing knowledge, but it seems as if the roads they have to travel 
on, have yet to be built - by themselves.  
 
6.3 Recommendations 
 
This dissertation wanted to clarify what role the LIS profession plays in managing 
knowledge in South African based organisations. Results neither paint a dynamic 
picture of this profession nor does it seem as if the contributions these professionals 
make in the knowledge management environment are significant at present. 
 
LIS professionals must make a much needed paradigm shift that they cannot merely 
be a passive support service in any organisation.  Information is power and these 
professionals know how to access and disseminate this vital resource.  
 
A strong recommendation is thus made for new thinking and initiatives to 
convince management that LIS professionals can and want to make a 
constructive contribution in the respective organisations they serve.  
 
The following list of actions can be used as a starting point in expanding the present 
role and responsibilities of these professionals: 
 
1. IDENTIFY what information is needed for business success. 
 
TASKS 
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• Participate in the objective setting process and understand the business 
environment and key business objectives. 
• Identify what information is needed to achieve these objectives. 
• Evaluate and recommend potential sources of information. 
• Liaise with departments internally to identify potential information 
sources. 
 
2. ACQUIRE needed information sources by determining where available 
knowledge is created within the organisation and define what is needed 
from external sources. 
 
TASKS 
 
• Assist in compiling ‘expert yellow-pages’ for subject matter experts 
• Serve as navigator by creating pathways ( i.e.‘maps’) through large 
volumes of information. 
• Harvest (extract) knowledge directly from the source i.e. conduct 
personal interviews with experts within the organisation. 
• Be part of a community of practice – a circle of subject matter experts 
that communicate regularly. 
 
3. COLLECT / CODIFY valuable information for future retrieval and use. 
 
TASKS 
 
• Maintain the content of one or more organisational database. 
• Ensure that abstracts are provided for large information sources. 
• Codify sources of organisational information i.e. indexing. 
• Assist in the development of thesauri / taxonomies for data retrieval. 
• Assist in the archiving process of corporate information. 
• Assist in preserving information sources for future use. 
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4. Support the STORAGE of valuable information. 
 
TASKS 
 
• Know about all organisational repositories and other internal 
databases. 
• Ensure access to these repositories. 
• Decide what specific data (i.e. reports) should be stored in these 
repositories. 
• Identify content weaknesses i.e. relevance / accuracy / consistency. 
 
5. Assists with establishing a SHARING CULTURE to ensure appropriate 
knowledge is transferred efficiently to where it is needed. 
 
TASKS 
 
• Train colleagues in the use of information sources. 
• Monitor discussion databases i.e. ensure participants receive a 
response. 
• Provide information to users on request. 
• Provide data pro-actively (without being asked) i.e. alerting services. 
• Actively look for data daily. 
• Alert colleagues about the services of subject matter experts 
(connecting peer-to-peer). 
 
The time has come to demonstrate creatively and assertively that LIS professionals 
are more than mere custodians of external information sources. They can be 
dynamic providers of relevant and timely information to run a superior business.  
 
 
 
 
 
 108
REFERENCE LIST 
 
Abell, A. & Oxbrow, N. 2002. Competing with knowledge: the information 
professional in the knowledge age. London: Library Association Publishing. 
 
Ajiferuke, I. 2003. Role of information professionals in knowledge management 
programs: empirical evidence from Canada. Informing Science Journal, 6, 247-257. 
 
Allee, V. 2000. Knowledge networks and communities of practice. OD Practitioner, 
32 (4), 1-12.  
 
Amidon, D. M. & Skryme, D.J. 1997. Creating the knowledge-based business. 
Wimbeldon: Business International. 
 
Ariyo, D. 1999. Developing a knowledge-driven Nigerian economy: an economic 
framework for the 21st century. [Online]. Available WWW: 
http://www.afbis.com/analysis/knowledge.htm Accessed: December 2005. 
 
Australian Bureau of Statistics. 2002. Measuring a knowledge-based economy and 
society – An Australian framework. [Online]. Available WWW: 
http://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/ProductsbyCatalogue/63C61D2D996C
86A2CA2570AE0017BF82?OpenDocument Accessed: May 2004. 
 
Barclay, R.O. & Murray, P.C. 1997. What is knowledge management? [Online]. 
Available WWW: http://www.media-access.com/whatis.html Accessed: May 2004. 
 
Barry, R. E. 1996. Making the distinction between information management and 
records management. [Online]. Available WWW:  
http://www.mybestdocs.com/imt-arm1.htm Accessed: May 2004. 
 
Beinhauer, M. 2000. Collective knowledge management via virtual communities. 
Proceedings of the 2nd international conference MITIP 2000: The Modern Information 
 109
Technology in the Innovation Processes of the Industrial Enterprises, Pilzen: 
University of West Bohemia. 
 
Bhatt, G.D. 2001. Knowledge management in organisations: examining the 
interaction between technologies, techniques, and people. Journal of Knowledge 
Management, 5(1), 68-75. 
 
Bryans, P. & Smith, R. 2000. Beyond training: re-conceptualising learning at work. 
Journal of Workplace Learning, 12 (6), 228-235. 
  
Büchel, B. & Probst, G. 2000. From organisational learning to knowledge 
management. [Online]. Available WWW: 
http://hec.info.unige.ch/recherches_publications/ cahlers/2000/2000.11.pdf 
Accessed: June 2003. 
 
Carrillo, P. M.; Robinson, H. S.; Anumba, C.J. & Al-Ghassani, A.M. 2003. IMPaKT: a 
framework for linking knowledge management to business performance. [Online]. 
Available WWW: http://www.ejkm.com/volume-1/volume1-issue1/issue1-art1-
carrillo.pdf Accessed: May 2004. 
 
Choo, C. W. 1995. Information management for the intelligent organisation: roles and 
implications for the information professions. [Online]. Available WWW: 
http://choo.fis.utoronto.ca/FIS/ResPub/DLC95.html Accessed: May 2004 
 
Coleman, D. 1997. Knowledge retrieval. [Online]. Available WWW: 
http://collaborate.com/hot_tip/tip0697.html Accessed: June 2003. 
 
Corrall, S. 1999. Are we in the knowledge management business? [Online].  
Available WWW: http://www.ariadne.ac.uk/issue18/knowledge-mgt/intro.html 
Accessed: September 2005. 
 
 110
Danabalan, V. 1999. Knowledge economy and knowledge society: challenge and 
opportunities for human resources management. [Online]. Available WWW: 
http://www.jpa.gov.my/buletinjpa/bil2/knowledge_economy_and_knowledge_.htm 
Accessed: September 2005. 
 
De Gooijer, J. 2000. Designing a knowledge management framework. Journal of 
Knowledge Management, 4(4), 303-310. 
 
De Ruiter, J. 2002. Aspects of dealing with digital information: “mature” novices on 
the internet. [Online]. Available WWW: 
http://www.findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m1387/is_2_51/ai_96305908  
Accessed: October 2005. 
 
Drew, S.A.W. & Smith, P.A.C. 1995. The learning organisation: “change proofing” 
and strategy. The Learning Organisation, 2 (1), 4-14.  
 
Forsyth, G. 1998. Championing the knowledge economy. [Online]. Available WWW:  
http://www.hkbu.edu.hk/~hktug/newsltr/1998/mar/knowledge_economy.html 
Accessed: June 2003. 
 
Giuliano, R. 2002. New York State of the State address. [Online]. Available WWW: 
http://www.stateline.org/live/ViewPage.action?siteNodeId=157&languageId=1&conte
ntId=16101 Accessed: July 2005. 
 
Godbout, A. J. 1999. Filtering knowledge: changing information into knowledge 
assets. [Online]. Available WWW: http://www.tlainc.com/articl11.htm  
Accessed: July 2005. 
 
Gregory, V. L. 1999. Knowledge management and the learning organisation. 
[Online]. Available WWW: http://www.cas.usf.edu/lis/lis6260/lectures/km.htm 
Accessed: August 2005. 
 
 111
Guns, B. 1998. The Chief knowledge officer’s role: challenges and competencies. 
Journal of Knowledge Management, 1(4), 315-319. 
  
Hawkins, B. 2000. Libraries, knowledge management and higher education in an 
electronic environment. [Online]. Available WWW: 
http://conferences.alia.org.au/alia2000/proceedings/brian.hawkins.html  
Accessed: August 2005. 
 
Houghton, J. & Sheehan, P. 2000. A primer on the knowledge economy. [Online]. 
Available WWW: http://www.cfses.com/documents/knowledgeeconprimer.pdf 
Accessed: May 2004. 
 
Huang, K-T. 1998. Capitalizing on intellectual assets. [Online]. Available WWW: 
http://www.research.ibm.com/journal/sj/374/huang.html Accessed: May 2004. 
 
Itzkin, E. 2000. How to compete in the perpetual innovation economy. SA Journal of 
Information Management, 2(1), June, 1-12. 
 
Kaplan, R.S. & Norton, D.P. 1996. The balanced scorecard: translating strategy into 
action. Boston, Massachusetts: Harvard Business School Press. 
 
Kirk, J. 1999. Information in organisations: directions for information management.  
Information Research, 4 (3), 1-20. 
 
Koehler, W. 1999. Digital libraries and world wide web sites and page persistence. 
Information Research, 4(4), 1-32. 
 
Lane, P.J.; Salk, J.E. & Lyles, M.A. 2001. Absorptive capacity, learning and 
performance in international joint ventures. Strategic Management Journal, 22,   
1139-1161. 
 
 112
Lansbury, R.D. 2000. Exploring trends in employment relations and new approaches 
to work in the 21st century. Proceedings of the 12th IIRA World Congress, Tokyo. 
 
Library and Information Commission. 1999. Skills for knowledge management. 
[Online]. Available WWW: 
http://wwwlic.gov.uk/publications/executivesummaries/kmskills.html 
Accessed: June 2003. 
 
Lindley, R. 2002. Skills, mobility and policy moods in knowledge-based economies. 
[Online]. Available WWW: 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/employment_social/intcoop/news/skil/mood_en.pdf 
Accessed: June 2003. 
 
Marchand, D. A. & Davenport. T. H. 2000. Mastering information management.  New 
York: Prentice Hall. 
 
Massingham, P. & Pandian, R. 2003. An international knowledge management 
strategy: evaluation, transfer and measurement. [Online]. Available WWW: 
http://blake.montclair.edu/~cibconf/conference/DATA/Theme4/Australia.pdf 
Accessed: September 2005. 
 
Mattison, D. 1999. To what extent is knowledge management reliant on technology? 
[Online]. Available WWW: http://www.dataresiurces.co.uk/km.html 
Accessed: June 2003. 
 
McAdam, R.; Leitch, C. & Harrison, R. 1998. The links between organisational 
learning and total quality: a critical review. Journal of European Industrial Training, 
22(2), 47-56. 
 
McCampbell, A.S.; Clare, L. M. & Gitters, S. H. 1999. Knowledge management:  the 
new challenge for the 21st century. Journal of Knowledge Management, 3(3), 172-
179. 
 113
McKeon, R. & Lee, L. 2000. Australia’s challenge: the knowledge-based economy. 
[Online]. Available WWW:  
http://www.isr.gov.au/library/content_library/NEBceda-2000.pdf  
Accessed: June 2003. 
 
Mentzas, G.; Apostolou, D. & Abecker, A. 2003. Managing knowledge as a strategic 
resource for electronic government.  [Online]. Available WWW: 
http://www.kmadvantage.com/docs/km_articles/Managing_Knowledge_as_a_Strategi
c_Resource_for_e-Gov.pdf  Accessed: May 2004. 
 
Morey, D. & Frangioso,T. 1998. Aligning an organisation for learning:  the six 
principles of effective learning. Journal of Knowledge Management, 1(4), 308-314. 
 
Morello, D. T.; Caldwell, F.; Gomolski, B.; Mohoney, J. & Frey, N.  2001. Leading, 
motivating and supporting the workforce of the new knowledge economy. Gartner 
Strategic Analysis Report, R-14-4838. 
 
Mrinalini, N. & Nath, P. 2000. Organizational practices for generating human 
resources in non-corporate research and technology organisations. Journal of 
Intellectual Capital, 1(2), 177-186. 
 
Niebuhr, L. 2000. Knowledge management: an application in the Council for 
Geoscience.  Mousaion, 18 (2), 20-38. 
 
Nonaka, I. 1997. Organizational knowledge creation. [Online]. Available WWW: 
www.knowledge-nurture.com Accessed: June 2003. 
 
Nunn, A. 2002. Interpreting the ‘knowledge economy’ cacophony: the extension of 
commodification to information production, dissemination and storage. [Online]. 
Available WWW: http://libr.org/ISC/articles/14-Nunn.html  
Accessed: May 2004. 
 
 114
Outsell. 2004. The future of libraries. TrendAlert, 7, January, 1-15. 
 
Oxbrow, N. 2000. Skills and competencies to succeed in a knowledge economy. 
[Online]. Available WWW: 
http://www.sla.org/content/Shop/Information/infoonline/2000/Oct00/oxbrow.cfm?style
=text Accessed: May 2004. 
 
Quah, D. T. 1998. Growth and wealth creation in the weightless knowledge-based 
economy. [Online]. Available WWW:  http://econ.lse.ac.uk/~dquah/p/9810bef.pdf 
Accessed: June 2003. 
 
Raven, A. 1997. Improving new product development: the role of information 
technology in the creation and sharing of tacit knowledge. [Online]. Available WWW: 
http://hsb.baylor.edu/ramsower/ais.ac.97/papers/raven.htm Accessed: June 2003.  
 
Row, H 1997. Out of the stacks. [Online]. Available WWW: 
http://www.cio.com/archive/011597_stack.html Accessed: May 2004. 
 
Scarbrough, H. 1999. Knowledge as work: conflicts in the management of knowledge 
workers. Technology Analysis and Strategic Management, 11 (1), 5-16. 
 
Schwarzwalder, R. 1999. Librarians as knowledge management agents. [Online]. 
Available WWW: http://www.ecmag.net Accessed: May 2004. 
 
Shanhong, T. 2000. Knowledge management in libraries in the 21st century. [Online]. 
Available WWW: http://www.ifla.org/IV/ifla66/papers/057-110e.htm 
Accessed: May 2004. 
 
Sharp, K. 2000. Internet librarians hip: traditional roles in the new environment. 
[Online]. Available WWW: http://www.ifla.org/IV/ifla66/papers/005-120e.htm 
Accessed: May 2004. 
 
 115
Sinkula, J. M. 1994. Market information processing and organisational learning. 
Journal of Marketing, 58 (1), 35-45. 
 
Skyrme, D. 1997. Knowledge management: making sense of an oxymoron. [Online]. 
Available WWW: http://www.skyrme.com/insights/22km.htm Accessed: May 2004. 
 
Sole, D. &  Applegate, L. 2003. Knowledge sharing practices and technology use 
norms in dispersed development teams. [Online]. Available WWW: 
www.people.hbs.edu/dsole/KnowledgeTechuse.pdf Accessed: June 2003. 
 
Spiller, D. 1999. Libraries in the workplace: the UK special library statistics 
experience. INSPEL, 33 (2): 63-72. 
 
Stewart, T. A .1997. Intellectual capital: the new wealth of organisations. New York: 
Doubleday. 
 
Sveiby, K. 2000. What is knowledge management? [Online]. Available WWW: 
http://www.sveiby.com/tabid/121/Default.aspx Accessed: May 2004. 
 
Thong, J. Y. L.; Hong, W. & Tam, K. Y. 2004. What leads to user acceptance of 
digital libraries? Communications of the ACM, 47 (11), 79-83. 
 
Van House, N. A. 2003. Digital libraries and collaborative knowledge construction. 
[Online]. Available WWW: 
http://www.sims.berkeley.edu/~vanhouse/van_house_book_chapter.htm  
Accessed: May 2004. 
 
Van Zanten, T. 2000. Techniques used by Arthur Andersen to add value to 
information. SA Journal of Information Management, 2 (2/3), September, 1-11. 
 
Wood, H.; Fletcher, J. & Stewart, D. 2002. Beware the black hole: policy 
development for managing information in the university environment. [Online]. 
 116
Available WWW: 
http://www.gu.edu.au/conference/educause2001/papers/Heather_Wood_et_al.rtf 
Accessed: May 2004. 
 
Wordsmyth Educational Dictionary. [Online]. Available WWW: www.wordsmyth.net 
Accessed: June 2003. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 117
 
Appendix A 
 
 
JULY 2005                              QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
 
Dear Reader 
 
You are a valued member of the information and knowledge profession. Your opinion 
therefore, is of the utmost importance to me. Kindly complete this short questionnaire. It 
will not take more than 12 minutes of your time.  
 
The questionnaire forms part of a Masters dissertation from the University of Johannesburg 
(formerly RAU). The aim of the study is to compare the ROLE of the Information Sciences 
Professional (traditionally known as Librarian) and ‘new’ role of Knowledge Manager in 
the South African business environment today. These questions should be answered therefore, 
as they apply in the South African context - even if you represent a multinational company. 
 
ALL RESPONSES WILL BE TREATED AS CONFIDENTIAL. 
 
The results of this survey will be mailed to you on completion. 
 
Should you have any queries or comments regarding this questionnaire, please contact me at any time 
at the following address: 
 
Annette.van-der-merwe@za.pwc.com 
 
(011) 797 4611 (w)  
072 151 1762 
 
 
I thank you for your participation. It is much appreciated 
 
Annette van der Merwe. 
 
 
Kindly complete the questionnaire by no later than 12 August, 2005. 
 
 
IMPORTANT NOTE 
 
‘Information’ and ‘knowledge’ is often used interchangeably today. In this 
questionnaire the terms ‘information’ and ‘knowledge’ were replaced with the term 
‘data’ - to simplify the questions. Whether you work therefore, with ‘knowledge’ or 
‘information’ sources daily, the activity (whatever you DO with the source of 
information or knowledge) is what we are looking at in this questionnaire. 
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     SECTION A - BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
I am aware of the sensitivity of some of the questions, but once again, I assure you 
that your response will be kept confidential. None of this feedback will be used for 
anything other than this study. 
 
      What is your present job title? 
Librarian 1 
Senior Librarian 2 
Information Specialist 3 
Knowledge Manager 4 
Other. Specify: 
……………………………….. 
5 
       
 
Indicate your gender? 
Male 1 
Female 2 
 
  
What is your highest educational qualification? 
Grade 12 (Matric, std 10) 1 
Post-Matric Diploma or 
certificate 
2 
Baccalaureate Degree(s) 3 
Post- Graduate Degree(s) 4 
 
   
 Do you have formal qualifications for managing data? 
B. Bibl 1 
Diploma in Information Mgt 2 
I do NOT  3 
Other qualifications for 
managing data. Specify: 
-------------------------------------- 
4 
Senior Management 1 
Middle Management 2 
Not a management position 3 
 
       
How many years of service do 
you have with the current 
organisation? 
 
1 to 5 years 1 
6 to 9 years 2 
10 years and more 3 
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How many years of experience 
do you have in your current 
position? 
1 to 5 years 1 
6 to 9 years 2 
10 years and more 3 
 
 
SECTION B – ORGANISATIONAL INFORMATION 
 
 
What primary type industry does your organisation form part of? 
Banking / Investment / Insurance 1
Consulting / Accounting 2
Mining / Engineering  3
Legal / IT 4
Media / Publishing 5
Government (National & Local) 6
Educational Institutions 7
Other. Specify: 
………………………………. 
8
 
 
 
Is the organisation you represent, a multinational? (Functioning in different countries 
worldwide) 
Yes 1 
No 2 
 
 
 
 
How does your organisation store data sources locally? 
Conventional library 1 
Private collections (in offices) 2 
Repositories (databases) 3 
All of the above 4 
 
How does your organisation keep track of internal and external data sources available 
within the firm? 
Central card catalogue 1 
Central portal 2 
Not centrally coordinated 3 
 
       
     SECTION C – YOUR PRESENT POSITION 
 
 
      To what an extent do YOU: 
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                                                    Large 
extent 
Moderate 
extent 
Small 
extent 
Not 
applicable 
Participate in the objective setting 
process of your organisation? 
1 2 3 4 
Know how you contribute to achieving 
the abovementioned objectives? 
1 2 3 4 
Evaluate potential sources of data on 
behalf of organisation members? 
1 2 3 4 
Know who the subject matter experts 
are within your organisation? 
1 2 3 4 
Liaise with other departments to 
identify appropriate data sources? 
1 2 3 4 
Analyse your department’s need for 
data in order to achieve the objectives 
mentioned above? 
1 2 3 4 
 
 
 
      To what an extent do YOU: 
                                                    Large 
extent 
Moderate 
extent 
Small 
extent 
Not 
applicable 
Assist in compiling a contact list 
(i.e.‘expert yellow-pages’) for 
organisational subject matter experts? 
1 2 3 4 
Analyse data – for use by other 
members in your organisation? 
1 2 3 4 
Serve as navigator by creating 
pathways ( i.e.‘maps’) through large 
volumes of corporate data?  
1 2 3 4 
Harvest (extract) data directly from the 
source i.e. conduct personal interviews? 
1 2 3 4 
Form part of a community of practice? 
(CoP) – a circle of subject matter 
experts that communicate regularly? 
1 2 3 4 
      
 
      To what an extent do YOU: 
                                                   Large 
extent 
Moderate 
extent 
Small 
extent 
Not 
applicable 
Maintain the content of one or more of 
your organisation’s databases? 
1 2 3 4 
Ensure that abstracts are provided for 
large data sources? 
1 2 3 4 
Codify sources of organisational data 
i.e. indexing / cataloguing? 
1 2 3 4 
Assist in the development of thesauri / 
taxonomies for data retrieval? 
1 2 3 4 
Assist in the archiving process of 
corporate data? 
1 2 3 4 
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Assist in preserving data sources for 
future use? 
1 2 3 4 
 
 
     To what an extent do YOU: 
                                                    Large 
extent 
Moderate 
extent 
Small 
extent 
Not 
applicable 
Know about all your organisation’s 
repositories (databases) – even if you 
are not necessarily allowed access to all 
of them? 
1 2 3 4 
Have access to the repositories 
(databases) mentioned in the previous 
question? 
1 2 3 4 
Make decisions about what specific 
data (i.e. reports) should be stored in 
these repositories? 
1 2 3 4 
 
 
     To what an extent do YOU: 
                                                 Large 
extent 
Moderate 
extent 
Small 
extent 
Not 
applicable 
Train colleagues in using data sources? 1 2 3 4 
Monitor discussion databases within 
your organisation i.e. ensure 
participants receive a response? 
1 2 3 4 
Provide data to users on request? 1 2 3 4 
Provide data pro-actively (without 
being asked) i.e. alerting services? 
1 2 3 4 
Look for data as part of your daily 
tasks? 
1 2 3 4 
Alert employees about the services of 
subject matter experts? (connecting 
people-to-people). 
1 2 3 4 
 
 
Do you want to add any other COMMENT? -----------------------------------------------------------
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Thank you for your co-operation. It is MUCH APPRECIATED. 
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Appendix B1 
 
Identification  
Factor 1 
Reliability Statistics  
Cronbach's Alpha N of Items
.803 2
 
Item-Total Statistics  
 
 Corrected Item-Total Correlation Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted 
C1a .671 .(a)
C1b .671 .(a)
a The value is negative due to a negative average covariance among items. This violates reliability model assumptions. 
You may want to check item codings. 
 
Factor 2  
Reliability Statistics  
Cronbach's Alpha N of Items
.747 4
 
Item-Total Statistics  
 
 Corrected Item-Total Correlation Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted 
C1c .572 .672 
C1d .396 .760 
C1e .658 .617 
C1f .559 .680 
 
                                                   Final Factor  
Reliability Statistics  
Cronbach's Alpha N of Items
.774 6
 
Item-Total Statistics  
 
 Corrected Item-Total Correlation Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted 
C1a .521 .742 
C1b .543 .735 
C1c .599 .721 
C1d .371 .773 
C1e .532 .737 
C1f .561 .730 
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Appendix B2 
 
 
Creation / acquisition 
  
KMO and Bartlett's Test  
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .837 
Approx. Chi-Square 272.503 
df 10 Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 
Sig. .000 
 
Communalities  
 
 Initial Extraction 
C2a .361 .452
C2b .399 .489
C2c .415 .523
C2d .417 .533
C2e .287 .351
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
 
Total Variance Explained  
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
Factor 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 2.871 57.422 57.422 2.348 46.964 46.964 
2 .647 12.947 70.370    
3 .566 11.317 81.686    
4 .493 9.868 91.555    
5 .422 8.445 100.000    
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
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Appendix B2 continue… 
 
 
 
Factor Matrix(a)  
Factor  
 1 
C2d .730
C2c .723
C2b .700
C2a .672
C2e .592
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
a 1 factors extracted. 5 iterations required. 
 
Reliability Statistics  
Cronbach's Alpha N of Items
.814 5
 
Item-Total Statistics  
 
 Corrected Item-Total Correlation Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted 
C2a .596 .780 
C2b .614 .774 
C2c .633 .768 
C2d .642 .765 
C2e .530 .799 
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Appendix B3 
 
 
Collection / Codification  
 
 
  
KMO and Bartlett's Test  
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .810 
Approx. Chi-Square 365.586 
df 15 Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 
Sig. .000 
 
Communalities  
 
 Initial Extraction 
C3a .377 .409
C3b .280 .288
C3c .440 .492
C3d .437 .511
C3e .457 .454
C3f .493 .521
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
 
Total Variance Explained  
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
Factor 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 3.216 53.606 53.606 2.674 44.574 44.574 
2 .841 14.021 67.627    
3 .631 10.521 78.149    
4 .593 9.880 88.028    
5 .384 6.406 94.434    
6 .334 5.566 100.000    
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
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Appendix B3 continue.. 
 
 
 
Factor Matrix(a)  
Factor  
 1 
C3f .722
C3d .715
C3c .701
C3e .674
C3a .639
C3b .536
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
a 1 factors extracted. 5 iterations required. 
 
Reliability Analysis  
Reliability Statistics  
Cronbach's Alpha N of Items
.826 6
 
Item-Total Statistics  
 
 Corrected Item-Total Correlation Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted 
C3a .581 .801 
C3b .488 .819 
C3c .625 .792 
C3d .638 .789 
C3e .596 .798 
C3f .638 .789 
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Appendix B4 
 
 
Storing / Repositories  
 
 
 
KMO and Bartlett's Test  
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .658 
Approx. Chi-Square 270.258 
df 3 Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 
Sig. .000 
 
Communalities  
 
 Initial Extraction 
C4a .665 .728
C4b .696 .909
C4c .340 .366
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
 
Total Variance Explained  
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
Factor 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 2.280 76.014 76.014 2.003 66.764 66.764 
2 .538 17.919 93.933    
3 .182 6.067 100.000    
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
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Appendix B4 continue.. 
 
 
 
Factor Matrix(a)  
Factor  
 1 
C4b .953
C4a .853
C4c .605
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
a 1 factors extracted. 16 iterations required. 
 
 
 
Reliability Analysis  
Reliability Statistics  
Cronbach's Alpha N of Items
.827 3
 
Item-Total Statistics  
 
 Corrected Item-Total Correlation Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted 
C4a .734 .727 
C4b .781 .667 
C4c .575 .895 
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Appendix B5 
 
 
Sharing / Dissemination  
 
 
KMO and Bartlett's Test  
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .776 
Approx. Chi-Square 328.116 
df 15 Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 
Sig. .000 
 
Communalities  
 
 Initial Extraction 
C5a .206 .264
C5b .157 .482
C5c .433 .495
C5d .568 .722
C5e .504 .656
C5f .387 .437
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
 
Total Variance Explained  
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
Rotation Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
Factor 
Total % of Variance 
Cumulative 
% Total
% of 
Variance 
Cumulative 
% Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumulative 
% 
1 2.877 47.956 47.956 2.440 40.673 40.673 2.158 35.966 35.966
2 1.148 19.129 67.085 .615 10.248 50.921 .897 14.956 50.921
3 .716 11.937 79.022       
4 .563 9.389 88.411       
5 .373 6.218 94.629       
6 .322 5.371 100.000       
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
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Appendix B5 continue.. 
 
 
Factor Matrix(a)  
Factor  
 1 2 
C5d .843 -.102
C5e .759 -.284
C5c .691 -.133
C5f .646 .138
C5a .420 .295
C5b .286 .632
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
a Attempted to extract 2 factors. More than 25 iterations required. (Convergence=.003). Extraction was terminated.
 
Rotated Factor Matrix(a)  
Factor  
 1 2 
C5d .816 .238
C5e .809  
C5c .688 .149
C5f .540 .381
C5b  .694
C5a .270 .437
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a Rotation converged in 3 iterations. 
 
Factor Transformation Matrix  
Factor 1 2 
1 .919 .393
2 -.393 .919
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
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Appendix B5 continue..  
Factor 1  
Reliability Statistics  
Cronbach's Alpha N of Items
.471 2
 
Item-Total Statistics  
 
 Corrected Item-Total Correlation Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted 
C5a .308 .(a)
C5b .308 .(a)
a The value is negative due to a negative average covariance among items. This violates reliability model assumptions. 
You may want to check item codings. 
 
Factor 2  
Reliability Statistics  
Cronbach's Alpha N of Items
.820 4
 
Item-Total Statistics  
 
 Corrected Item-Total Correlation Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted 
C5c .615 .789 
C5d .738 .728 
C5e .688 .752 
C5f .553 .821 
 
Final Factor  
Reliability Statistics  
Cronbach's Alpha N of Items
.763 6
 
Item-Total Statistics  
 
 Corrected Item-Total Correlation Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted 
C5a .399 .755 
C5b .251 .792 
C5c .575 .714 
C5d .691 .677 
C5e .568 .711 
C5f .587 .705 
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Appendix C1 
 
ANOVA (classification)  
 
Descriptives  
95% Confidence Interval 
for Mean  
  N Mean
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. 
Error Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
INFORMATION 
SPECIALISTS 58 2.0805 .60637 .07962 1.9210 2.2399
LIBRARIAN 57 2.2398 .67334 .08919 2.0611 2.4184
KNOWLEDGE 
MANAGERS 32 1.8646 .63703 .11261 1.6349 2.0943
Identification 
Total 147 2.0952 .65078 .05368 1.9892 2.2013
INFORMATION 
SPECIALISTS 58 2.7448 .76023 .09982 2.5449 2.9447
LIBRARIAN 57 2.9439 .76789 .10171 2.7401 3.1476
KNOWLEDGE 
MANAGERS 32 2.0938 .68906 .12181 1.8453 2.3422
Acquisition / 
Creation 
Total 147 2.6803 .81043 .06684 2.5482 2.8124
INFORMATION 
SPECIALISTS 58 2.2471 .84422 .11085 2.0251 2.4691
LIBRARIAN 57 2.5175 .84790 .11231 2.2926 2.7425
KNOWLEDGE 
MANAGERS 32 2.2552 .71214 .12589 1.9985 2.5120
Collection / 
Codification 
Total 147 2.3537 .82390 .06795 2.2194 2.4880
INFORMATION 
SPECIALISTS 58 2.0000 .78733 .10338 1.7930 2.2070
LIBRARIAN 57 2.3918 .89780 .11892 2.1536 2.6300
KNOWLEDGE 
MANAGERS 32 1.8333 .64480 .11399 1.6009 2.0658
Storing / 
Repositories 
Total 147 2.1156 .83187 .06861 1.9800 2.2512
INFORMATION 
SPECIALISTS 58 1.8448 .53061 .06967 1.7053 1.9843
LIBRARIAN 57 1.9971 .70955 .09398 1.8088 2.1853
KNOWLEDGE 
MANAGERS 32 2.0417 .71842 .12700 1.7826 2.3007
Sharing / 
Dissemination 
Total 147 1.9467 .64785 .05343 1.8411 2.0523
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Appendix C2 
 
 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances  
 
 Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
Identification .296 2 144 .744 
Acquisition / Creation .174 2 144 .840 
Collection / Codification .740 2 144 .479 
Storing / Repositories 2.248 2 144 .109 
Sharing / Dissemination 2.673 2 144 .072 
 
 
 
ANOVA  
 
  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 2.906 2 1.453 3.550 .031
Within Groups 58.928 144 .409   Identification 
Total 61.833 146    
Between Groups 15.210 2 7.605 13.573 .000
Within Groups 80.683 144 .560   Acquisition / Creation 
Total 95.893 146    
Between Groups 2.499 2 1.250 1.863 .159
Within Groups 96.606 144 .671   Collection / Codification 
Total 99.105 146    
Between Groups 7.673 2 3.837 5.918 .003
Within Groups 93.361 144 .648   Storing / Repositories 
Total 101.034 146    
Between Groups 1.035 2 .518 1.237 .293
Within Groups 60.242 144 .418   Sharing / Dissemination 
Total 61.277 146    
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Appendix C3 
 
 
                                                      Post Hoc Tests  
Multiple Comparisons  
95% Confidence 
Interval Dependent 
Variable  
(I) Own 
categorising 
(J) Own 
categorising 
Mean 
Difference 
(I-J) 
Std. 
Error Sig. Lower 
Bound
Upper 
Bound
LIBRARIAN -.15931 .11931 .412 -.4544 .1358
INFORMATION 
SPECIALISTS KNOWLEDGE 
MANAGERS .21588 .14087 .312 -.1325 .5643
INFORMATION 
SPECIALISTS .15931 .11931 .412 -.1358 .4544
LIBRARIAN 
KNOWLEDGE 
MANAGERS .37518(*) .14131 .032 .0257 .7247
INFORMATION 
SPECIALISTS -.21588 .14087 .312 -.5643 .1325
Identification Scheffe
KNOWLEDGE 
MANAGERS 
LIBRARIAN -.37518(*) .14131 .032 -.7247 -.0257
LIBRARIAN -.19903 .13961 .365 -.5443 .1463
INFORMATION 
SPECIALISTS KNOWLEDGE 
MANAGERS .65108(*) .16483 .001 .2434 1.0588
INFORMATION 
SPECIALISTS .19903 .13961 .365 -.1463 .5443
LIBRARIAN 
KNOWLEDGE 
MANAGERS .85011(*) .16535 .000 .4411 1.2591
INFORMATION 
SPECIALISTS -.65108(*) .16483 .001 -1.0588 -.2434
Acquisition / 
Creation Scheffe
KNOWLEDGE 
MANAGERS 
LIBRARIAN -.85011(*) .16535 .000 -1.2591 -.4411
LIBRARIAN -.39181(*) .15018 .036 -.7633 -.0204
INFORMATION 
SPECIALISTS KNOWLEDGE 
MANAGERS .16667 .17731 .644 -.2719 .6052
INFORMATION 
SPECIALISTS .39181(*) .15018 .036 .0204 .7633
LIBRARIAN 
KNOWLEDGE 
MANAGERS .55848(*) .17786 .008 .1186 .9984
INFORMATION 
SPECIALISTS -.16667 .17731 .644 -.6052 .2719
Storing / 
Repositories Scheffe
KNOWLEDGE 
MANAGERS 
LIBRARIAN -.55848(*) .17786 .008 -.9984 -.1186
* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
 
 
